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BOOK IIL. 


ON THE CO-ETERNITY OF THE SON, OR HIS CO-ETERNAL 
EXISTENCE WITH GOD THE FATHER. 


CHAPTER I. 173 
[473] 
THE CONNECTION OF THIS BOOK WITH THE PRECEDING. THE FIRST PROPO- 
SITION STATED RESPECTING THE ETERNITY OF THE SON ; CONFIRMED FIRST 
BY THE MOST EXPLICIT TESTIMONIES OF THE APOSTOLIC FATHER, IGNATIUS. 
A NOTABLE PASSAGE IN HIS EPISTLE TO THE MAGNESIANS CLEARLY EX- 
PLAINED AND ILLUSTRATED. THE GNOSTICS, PARENTS OF THE ARIANS. 


1. Tue doctrine of the consubstantiality of the Son having 
been established by the suffrages of the Antenicene fathers, 
His co-eternity follows from it by a consequence absolutely 
necessary. For He who is truly and properly God, and is 
begotten of the substance of God, must necessarily possess 
all the peculiar attributes of God, infinity, immensity, eter- 
nity, omnipotence, the being uncreated, and unchangeable’, ! 7d &&r- 
with those other properties, without which true Godhead krperroy, 
cannot subsist. There is scarcely one of the writers who hoe ee 
came after the council of Nice, who has not made this ob- tem, ut sic 
servation in opposition to the Arians. But Cyril, in the a & 
ninth book of his Thesaurus, sets forth this point at large, 
and shews that it follows especially with respect to eternity. 
Among others which bear on this subject, the following [474] 
words of his are particularly plain and express*; “ And as, 
had it appeared that He was additionally brought into being’, ’ « *pes- 


s 
He had not been consubstantial*: even so, this not being Telivers 
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870 The Consubstantiality implies the Co-eternity of the Son. 


the case, but He having been always with Him, assuredly 


“uty or He must be consubstantial also.” And again, a little after; 


THE _THE SON. 


“For nothing will be co-eternal with the Father which is 
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to the creatures also, which belongs to the divine nature 
alone. Therefore, although the Son hath His own Father 
as a principle?, yet inasmuch as He is of the principle, and 
hath His being concurrent® with It, He will not be dissi- 
milar‘ to It in substance. For since He is of’ the principle, 
He is on that account of one substance also with the prin- 
ciple ; but that which is of one substance with the Father, 
is not an after-addition®; lest Himself be found to be so 


too.” 
2. But because some self-complacent persons have thought 


the Antenicene fathers so dull and absolutely stupid as not 
to have perceived a consequence so manifest, and to have 
advanced in consequence opinions on this article no way 
consistent, but simply repugnant to each other, I have 
thought that it would be worth while to put before the 
reader a distinct and separate explanation of their doc- 
trine respecting the co-eternal existence of the Son with the 
Father. Some, indeed, of the testimonies of the ancients, 
establishing the eternity of the Son, I have already, when 
engaged on another subject, adduced in the preceding book ; 
but the argument deserves to be handled again, and that 
specially. Since, however, on this subject the ancient doc- 
tors of the Church have made use, not of different state- 
ments, but of a different mode of expression, this third book 
of ours cannot, like the preceding two, be completed in one 
proposition only, but will have to be drawn out, as the case 
requires, in several conclusions. Let the first of these con- 
clusions or propositions be as follows: 
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Ignatius ; the Son above and independent of time. 371 


THE FIRST PROPOSITION. 


THE more authoritative’ and larger part of the doctors 
who lived before the Nicene council, unambiguously, openly, 
clearly, and perspicuously taught and professed the co-eter- 
nity (76 cvvaidiov) of the Son, that is, His co-eternal exist- 
ence with God the Father. 


3. In the front rank of these fathers we may justly place 
Ignatius, a most abundant witness to the catholic doctrine 
which obtained in the Churches in the very age of the Apo- 
stles. In his epistle to Polycarp* he thus addresses his most 


BOOK III. 
CHAP. I. 
§ 1—3, 


IGNATIUS. 
1 potior. 


holy brother bishop ; “ Look for Him who is above [all] time’, * 5xépxa:- 


Him who is independent of time*, Him who is invisible, Him 
who for our sake was visible, Him who is impalpable, Him 
who is not lable to suffermg, Him who for our sake be- 
came liable to suffering, Him who for our sake endured in 
every way.” He is manifestly speaking of the Son of God, 
ascribing to Him, in addition to other divine attributes, this 
also, that He is above [all] time‘, independent of time’, 
that is, eternal. For such was the simplicity of this aposto- 
lical man, that he must by no means be supposed to have 
played upon the word ézme, as the crafty Arians afterwards 
did. Of the authorship of this epistle, the illustrious Isaac 
_Vossius has in few words, in his notes on the title of the 
epistle, stated enough to satisfy impartial minds. But our 
very learned Pearson, in the introduction to his Vindicie 
Epist. S. Ignatii4, in treating at large on this subject, has 
refuted the singular opinion of Ussher, in such a way as to 
leave now no room for doubt, that this epistle ought to be 
counted amongst those which were held to be Ignatius’s in 
the time of Eusebius. Further, the same Ignatius, in his 
epistle to the Magnesians, most explicitly declares the eter- 
nity of the Son, in these words*; “There is one God, who 
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372 The Word not having come forth from Silence ; to 


manifested Himself through Jesus Christ His Son, wo 1s 
His ETERNAL WoRD, NOT HAVING COME FORTH FROM SI- 
LENCE.” 

4. I am aware that there are some who contend from this 
passage that these epistles are not Ignatius’s; seeing that, as 
they think, those words, “not having come forth from si- 
lence,” glance at the peculiar error of Valentinus, which had 
not arisen in the lifetime of Ignatius. To this objection, 
however, our right reverend Bp. Pearson, (after Ussher, Vos- 
sius, and Hammond, whose statements had not satisfied Daillé 
and others, that were too much influenced by party spirit,) 
purposing to reply at length, proposes to himself to prove 
the four following propositions: 1. That the words, “not 
having come forth from silence,” strike at the heresy of the 
Ebionites; 2. That they do not at all refer to Valentinus ; 
3. That the heresy which is supposed to be aimed at in 
these words is older than Valentinus, and was derived' [by 
him] from the ancient Gnostics; 4. That it cannot be proved | 
for certain that the actual errors of Valentinus were alto- 
gether unknown to Ignatius. And in treating of these 
points he so developes his erudition of all kinds, and especi- 
ally his very great acquaintance with ecclesiastical antiquity, 
that he is on this account deservedly held in honour and 
admiration by all men of learning and piety; and moreover, 
what he advances, especially in proof of his third proposition, 
is abundantly sufficient to refute all the cavils of Blondel 
and Daillé. I am compelled, however, to dissent in some 
points. from this very learned father, whom I honour and 
reverence in the highest degree; and I humbly entreat his 
kindness and candour to allow me frankly to put forward 
my opinion on this famous passage of Ignatius ; especially 
since it is of very great importance that I should do so, in 
order to establish that most momentous truth, which we are 
engaged in unfolding. I am persuaded that in the words 
adduced, and in the whole passage to which those words 
belong, Ignatius had an eye neither to the Valentinians nor 
to the Ebionites, but that his censure altogether refers to 


quor,”’ (i. e. “according to the ver- The Latin here exactly represents the 
sion of the ancient translator given by Greek. ] 
Ussher, which I almost always follow.’ 


what heretics these words refer: context quoted. 373 


those judaizing Gnostics, of whom Cerinthus was chief, who soox 11. 
lived long before Valentinus, and was contemporary with the $35. 
Apostles themselves, and whose heresy disturbed the Churches [onarius, 
of Asia most of all in the time of Ignatius. Before I bring 
forward my reasons for this opinion of mine, I think it well, 
in order that the subject may be more clearly laid open, to 
quote the context of the passage from Ignatius entire. 

5. Thus, then, doth the holy man speak to his Magnesians' ; 
“Do ye then all run together as unto (one) temple of God, 
as unto one altar, as unto one Jesus Christ, who came forth 
from one Father, and is and hath returned! into one. Be' xepf- 
not deceived with the strange doctrines?, nor with the old;, 
fables, which are unprofitable ; for if we still up to this time boblecs 
live according to the law (of Judaism2,) we confess that we [478] 
have not received grace. For the most divine prophets lived 
according to Christ Jesus; for this cause also were they per- 
secuted, being inspired by His grace, in order that they that 
believed not might be fully convinced that there is one God, 
who manifested Himself through His Son Jesus Christ, who 
is His eternal Word, not having come forth from silence, 
who in all things was well-pleasing to Him that sent Him. 
If, then, they who lived under an old state of things*® came 3 éy raaa- 
[nevertheless] to the newness of hope, no longer observing ois Oe 
the sabbath, but leading a life suitable to the Lord’s day, on o7pa¢é- 
which also our life arose through Him and His death, which © 
[death] some deny, (through which mystery we have been 
brought to believe, and do therefore endure, in order that 
we may be found disciples of Jesus Christ, our only er,) 
how shall we be able to live apart from Him, of whom the 
_ prophets also being disciples, did through the Spirit leak, for 
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874 Passage from St. Ignatius’s Epistle to the Magnesians. 


Him as their teacher? and for this cause, He whom they 
righteously waited for did on His coming raise them from 
the dead. Let us not, then, be insensible to His goodness ; 
for if He shall imitate" us, [acting] according as we act, 
we shal] no longer be in being. Wherefore, having become 
His disciples, let us learn to live according to Chnistianity ; 
for whosoever is called by any other name beyond this, is not 
of God. Lay aside, then, the evil leaven, which hath become 
old and sour, and be ye changed into new leaven, which is 
Jesus Christ. Be ye salted in Him, lest any one among you 
be corrupted, for' by your savour shall ye be proved. For 
it is absurd to profess' Christ Jesus, and then to judaize. 
For Christianity believed not in Judaism, but Judaism in 
Christianity ; that [people of] every tongue’, having be- 
lieved, might be gathered unto God. These things, my 
beloved, [I write unto you,] not because I know that any of 
you are in this condition, but, as the least among you, I am 
desirous to put you on your guard, that ye fall not into the 


3 tymorpa, snares’ of vainglory; but that ye may be fully persuaded of 


hamos. 


the birth, and the passion, and the resurrection, which things 
took place in the time of the government of Pontius Pilate, 
being truly and certainly accomplished by Jesus Christ, [who 
is] our hope, from which may it not happen to any one 


amongst you to be turned aside.” 
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éy Kaipg tis jyemovlas Movtiou TAd- 
Tov, mpaxdévra aAnOa@s kat BeBaiws ixd 
"Inood Xpiorod tis eAnldos juay, As 
exrparjva: under! duav yévorro.— Pag. 
34, 35. (§ 7. p. 19. The Latin trans- 
lation given by Bishop Bull is the old 
version as edited by Ussher; he intro- 
duces it with the words, “ juxta versio- 
nem interpretis Usseriani veteris.”’ ] 

© Read iovdaicpov, or omit the word 
altogether. See the notes of Vossius 
in locum. {Bishop Bull’s conjecture is 
followed in the translation, more recent 
editors would omit vduoy. } 

bh umhoera. The learned autho? in 
the margin observed that the reading 
should be tiphoera:, ‘estimate us, ac- 
cording as we act,’’ following the con- 
jecture of Vedelius and Isaac Vossius. 
But suppose you restore pwuhoerat, 
‘‘censure,’”’ from the Codex Nydprucci- 
anus of the interpolated copy of this epi- 
stle, or wionoerat, “hate,’’ after Clement 


Indications that the Gnostics are referred to in this passage. 375 


6. Here the context most plainly shews that altogether soox 11, 
the same heretics are intended from the beginning to the ‘5 '6. 
end of the passage. But who were these heretics? That royarius. 
the Valentinians are not the persons treated of (as Blondel [480] 
and Daillé dreamt) is most certain; since it is clear from the 176 
passage taken as a whole, that the heretics whom Ignatius is 
aiming at, were professors of Judaism, which no one of the 
ancients has asserted, nor any of the moderns (so far as I 
know) has ever heard, of the Valentinians. Of the heretics, 
however, of whom he is speaking, Ignatius declares that [481] 
“they lived according to Judaism, that they observed the 
sabbath, and that, whilst they professed Jesus Christ, they 
nevertheless judaized.” To this argument, which was ad- 
vanced by Bishop Pearson, the author of the Observations* 
on his work made no reply; nor, indeed, will he ever be able 
to make any reply that is solid. Now as respects the Ebion- 
ites, although the mark of Judaism agrees with their case, 
still every other part of the description suits the Gnostics 
more exactly; whilst some parts cannot be understood of any 
others than they. For, im the first place, the words in which 
Ignatius exhorts the Magnesians, “to run together unto one 
Jesus Christ, who came forth from one Father, and is and 
hath returned unto one,” are plainly aimed against the Gnos- 
tics, especially the Cerinthians; for the Cerinthians did not 
believe in one Jesus Christ, but taught that Jesus was one, 

Christ another,—who came down from the supreme power! ! a summa 
upon Jesus after His baptism, and returned again from Jesus fiate. 
before His passion, back to His own pleroma. Nor did they 
acknowledge one Father of Jesus Christ ; but professed, as 
I shall hereafter shew from Irenzeus, that the Father of 
Jesus was the Demiurgus or creator of the world, and that 
a higher power was the Father of Christ. Next, when Ig- 
natius afterwards says that the prophets of the Old Testa- 
ment “were inspired by the grace of Christ to convince 
the unbelievers that there is one God, who hath manifested 


of Alexand., Pedagog. i. 8. p. 113. [p. era: is now the received reading. ] 
135, ] where he writes, in evident imi- 1 (The Latin here is, qui redargue- 
tation of this passage of Ignatius, ef rs mini; Grabe’s is quia instead of qué. ] 
ipa pure? 5 Adyos, BovAerat avTd ph * [Matt. Larroque; see above, p. 
elva:, (if the Word hate any thing, He 51.] 

wishes it not to exist.) —GraBE. [ uyph- 
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[482] 


1 de Verbi 
prolatione, 
7 nihil phi- 
losophati 
sunt. 


376 Evidence that the Cerinthian heretics are intended ; 


Himeelf through Jesus Christ His Son:” in these words 
again the Gnostics are evidently glanced at. For they all, 
and they alone, taught, that the God who created the 
world was one, the God who manifested Himself to man- 
kind through Christ His Son, another. Moreover, as to the 
clause itself of Ignatius, about which we are enquiring, 
although I should readily grant that the words, “ not having 
proceeded from silence,’ were added by way of explana- 
tion, to explain (i. e.) what was said before concerning the 
eternity of the Word; still I think it is manifest that by that 
explanation Ignatius intended to meet some erroneous no- 
tion of the heretics whom he is glancing at, respecting the 
putting forth of the Word'. Now about this putting forth the 
Ebionites did not frame any theory”; whereas the Gnostics 
in general, and particularly the Cerinthians, conceived a very 
absurd opinion concerning it; for the refutation of which, as 
we shall see hereafter, these words of Ignatius are most appo- 
site. And what is more, I am altogether of opinion that the 
ancient Ebionites did not at any time even use the name or 
word Adyos [in speaking] of Christ; forasmuch as they ab- 
solutely rejected the Gospel of St. John, in which Christ is 
called 6 Adyos, using only the Gospel according to St. Mat- 
thew, as Irenzeus expressly testifies, i. 26. Furthermore, 
when Ignatius,—after he had reminded them that Chris- 
tians ‘‘ ought not to observe the Sabbath,” but “live suitably 
to the Lord’s day, on which also our life arose, through 
Him (Christ) and His death,’”’—immediately subjoins, “ which 
certain deny,” he intimates in no obscure way, that those 
judaizing heretics whom he is censuring, had joined to their 
error about the necessity of observing the law of Moses, 
another also that was much worse, that is, the denial of the 
real passion and death of Christ. This, however, cannot be 
truly asserted of the Ebionites; but of the Cerinthian Gnos- 
tics it is, as we shall presently shew, most truly affirmed. 
Lastly, the conclusion of this passage from Ignatius most 
plainly establishes our view ; “ These things, my beloved,” he 
says, “ [I write unto you,] not because I know that any of 
you are in this condition, but, as the least among you, I am 
desirous to put you on your guard, that ye fall not into the 
snares of vainglory, but that ye may be fully persuaded of 


who denied the reality of our Saviour’s sufferings. 377 


the birth, and the passion, and the resurrection, which things 800« m1. 
took place in the time of the government of Pontius Pilate, "e a 
being truly and certainly accomplished by Jesus Christ [who Ionatius. 
is] our hope; from which may it not happen to any one of you [483] 
to be turned aside.” From these words, I say, it is perfectly 

clear that the heretics against whom Ignatius is warning 

the Magnesians in what goes before, were not Ebionites, 

but Gnostics. For he exhorts the Magnesians not to fall 

into the snares of the heretics, and prescribes this as an 
antidote! against their poison, that they be fully persuaded ! drctipdp. 
that Jesus Christ was truly born and suffered, and truly “““"” 
rose again from the dead in the times of Pontius Pilate, and 

that they permit not themselves to be drawn aside from that 
persuasion. But, I repeat, this surely had no reference to 

the Ebionites; whereas to the Gnostics, and especially to 177 
the Cerinthians, it was most pertinent; forasmuch as all 

the Gnostics, of whatever denomination they were, did in 

reality deny the true nativity, passion and resurrection of 

Jesus Christ, although not all in the same way. This is 

a learned observation of Irenzus, who was a most careful 
investigator of the doctrine of the Gnostics, (book ii. chap. 

11 ;) where, after shewing how the Apostle John, in the very 
beginning of his Gospel, glances at the Cerinthians and the 
Nicolaitans, (we shall quote the passage a little further on,) 

he proceeds presently to those words in chap. 1. 14, and 
demonstrates, that neither the Cerinthians nor any other 

sect of the Gnostics, did sincerely acknowledge the incarna- 

tion, the passion, or the resurrection of Jesus Christ: these — 

are his words!; “But according to them, neither was the 

Word made flesh, nor Christ, nor the Saviour, who was? [i.e. out 
made of them all?. For they maintain that the Word and of the per. 


fections of 


Christ did not even come into this world [at all] ; and again, all the cr 
zons, ° 


that the Saviour was neither incarnate, nor suffered ; but; 9 ¢. 
that He descended like a dove upon that Jesus who had P. !2.] 


,; , 3 ex dispo- 
been made according to the dispensation®; and having de- ,vin0 


clared* the unknown Father, ascended again into the ple- [484] 
. [Cf iii. 16, 
1 Secundum autem illos, neque Ver- Salvatorem vero non incarnatum, ne- J], p, 204; 
bum caro factum est, neque Christus, que passum; descendisse autem quasi and j. 7, 2. 
neque qui ex omnibus factus est, Salva- columbam in eum Jesum, qui factus es- ,, 33 ] 
tor. Etenim Verbum et Christum nec _ set ex dispositione, et cum annuncias- 


4 e 
, . . . . annunci- 
advenisse in hunc mundum volunt; set incognitum Patrem, iterum ascen- 


asset. 
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1 regulas, 
[i. q. dwd- 
Gects, i. 20. 
3. p. 93. 


* quemad- 
modum 
hominem 
transfigu- 
ratum. 


Saliquando. 


878 Gnostics all agreed in denying the real Incarnation. 


But He who was incarnate and suffered, some of 
them affirm was that Jesus who is of the dispensation, who, 
they say, passed through the Virgin Mary, as water through 
a tube; others, however, that He [who suffered] was the Son 
of the Demiurge, upon whom that Jesus descended, who is 
of the dispensation ; others again say, that Jesus was indeed 
born of Joseph and Mary, and that upon Him Christ de- 
scended who is from above, being without flesh and in- 
capable of suffering. According, however, to no view enter- 
tained by these heretics was the Word of God made flesh. 
For if one carefully search into the theories’ of them all, 
he will find that there is introduced a Word of God, and 
a Christ, that is on high, without flesh and incapable of 
suffering. For some of them think that He was manifested 
as transfigured into the form of man?, but say that He was 
neither born nor incarnate; whereas others suppose that 
He did not even assume the form of man, but descended as 
a dove upon that Jesus who was born of Mary. The Lord’s 
disciple, therefore, shewing that they are all false witnesses, 
says, ‘And the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us.’” 
Thus Irenzeus: respecting the Cerinthians, however, Philas- 
trius, Epiphanius, and Augustine, state this as their pecu- 
har tenet, that they taught, “ that even Jesus had not yet 
risen [from the dead,] but would rise at some future time ;” 
that is, asI imagine, when the millennium of the reign on 
earth, of which they dreamt, was about to begin. To this 
you may add, that those words of Ignatius, “that ye fall 
not into the snares of vainglory,” seem altogether to refer 
to the Gnostics ; for they were the slaves of vainglory, in- 


disse in pleroma. Incarnatum autem 
et passum quidam quidem eum, qui ex 
dispositione sit, dicunt Jesum, quem 
per Mariam dicunt pertransisse, quasi 
aquam per tubum; alii vero Demiurgi 
Filium, in quem descendisse eum Je- 
sum qui ex dispositione sit; alii rur- 
sum Jesum quidem ex Joseph et Maria 
natum dicunt, et in hunc descendisse 
Christum, qui de superioribus sit, sine 
carne impassibilem existentem. Se- 
cundum autem nullam sententiam he- 
reticorum Verbum Dei caro factum est. 
Si enim quis regulas ipsorum omnium 
perscrutetur, inveniet quoniam sine 


carne et impassibilis ab omnibus illis 
inducitur Dei verbum, et qui est in 
superioribus Christus. Alii enim pu- 
tant manifestatum eum, quemadmo- 
dum hominem transfiguratum ; neque 
autem natum, neque incarnatum di- 
cunt illum; alii vero neque figuram 
eum assumpsisse hominis, sed quem- 
admodum columbam descendisse in 
eum Jesum, qui natus est ex Maria. 
Omnes igitur illos falsos testes osten- 
dens discipulus Domini ait, E¢ Verbum 
caro factum est, et inhabitavit in nobis. 
—Pag. 257, 258. edit. Feuard. [p. 
188. ] 


How far the charge of Judaizing attached to the Cerinthians. 379 


asmuch as they wished, by reason of their marvellous theo- 300K 1 

ries about zons, to be thought more accomplished’ than the rs 6,7. 

rest ; and despised other Christians as more unlearned? ; and Icnartius. 

hence they took to themselves the name of Gnosties. Thus ' eruditi- 

far, I believe, all is clear. 2 rudiores. 
7. But what, you will ask, 1s to be said of the Judaism, with [485] 

which Ignatius reproaches the heretics of whom he is speak- 

ing throughout the whole passage ? Was not this the peculiar 

mark of the Ebionites, or the Nazarenes? Surely this mark 

does not fit the Gnostics ? My answer is, it does altogether ; 

for the Cerinthian Gnostics, although, as it seems, they did 

not in reality hold the law and the rites of the Jews in much 

esteem, and even secretly entertained unworthy notions of 

the author of the law; still, to avoid the cross, they judaized 

with the Jews, so long as the power of the Jews in any de- 

gree continued, and was the occasion of most severe perse- 

cutions every where against the Christians ; that is, until the 

final destruction of the Jews under Adrian, at which period 

the remnant of the Jews were brought into extreme odium 

and contempt amongst all people, through the influence of 

that emperor, who, not without reason, was most inveterate® * infensis- 

against them. At any rate, Epiphanius on Heresies, 28, um 

Philastrius on Cerinthus, and Augustine on Heresies, c. 8, 

expressly assert, that the Cerinthians taught “that it was 

necessary to be circumcised, and to keep the law of Moses.” 

But Epiphanius, in the passage referred to, expressly notes 

that Cerinthus, whilst he himself observed‘ the law, was so ‘ coleret. 

far from worshipping the angel or lawgiver of the Jews, that 

he rather said™ that he was evil, and abhorred him; although 

he did not dare to teach and profess this openly, as Marcion 

afterwards did. It follows, then, that Cerinthus, as we have 

just now observed, did not judaize from his heart; but pre- 

tended a zeal for the law of Moses only for his own ad- 

vantage, in order to ingratiate himself with the Jews, and 

to escape the persecutions which they raised. Hence most 

of the Cerinthians, although they enjoined circumcision on [486] 

others, yet remained uncircumcised themselves; and hence 


™ pdonxe: yap Tov vépor Sedundra otk «roy ayabby vopov Sé5wxev ;—Epiphan. 
ayabby, ob To vdu— weiPer Oat Soxe?, 57- Heres, 28. [p. 111.] 
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880 The Judaizing of the Cerinthians shewn ; their devotion 


Ignatius, in his epistle to the Philadelphians, glances at 
them in these most remarkable words"; “If any one ex- 
pound' Judaism unto you, hearken not unto him, for it is 
better to hear Christianity from one who is circumcised, than 
Judaism from one who is uncircumcised.” It is, I mean, 
clear from these words, that at the period at which this 
epistle was written, (so that you may recognise its antiquity 
to be such as agrees with the age of Ignatius,) there were 
some who, although they were themselves uncircumcised, 
yet professed the Jewish religion, and persuaded others to 
adopt it. And it is of these, as it appears to me, that our 
Lord Himself also speaks, in the epistle which He sent to 
the same Philadelphians, through John, the teacher of Ig- 
natius, Rev. iii. 9, where mention is made of those “ who 
say they are Jews, and are not, but do lie.” See likewise 
Rev. ii. 9. In both passages these men are called, not Jews, 
but the synagogue of Satan; and that because, whilst they 
professed to worship the God of Israel and of the law, they 
did nevertheless, by the instigation of Satan, in reality de- 
test and blaspheme that same God. But who were these 
persons? The Ebionites? certainly not; for all the Ebion- 
ites were circumcised, and most religiously observed all the 
law of Moses. It follows that they are the Cerinthian Gnos- 
tics whom Ignatius points at in these words, concerning 
whom also he is evidently treating in the words immediately 
preceding in the same place; for the words which meet us 
at the very beginning of the passage plainly aim at them?®: 
“For many wolves, that are”’ (i. e. that seem to be) “ trust- 
worthy, do by means of wicked pleasure lead captive those 
who run in the course of God.” For of Cerinthus the great 
Dionysius of Alexandria, in Eusebius, (Eccl. Hist. vii. 25,) de- 
clares that? “this was the chief article? of his teaching, that 
the kingdom of Christ will be on earth; and he dreamed 
that it would consist in those things which he himself, being 
a lover of the body and wholly carnal, desired, in the grati- 
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to evil pleasures ; doctrine of a carnal millennium. 381 


fications of the belly and of the lower appetites, that is to say, Boox m1 
in eating and drinking, and marrying, and things whereby 5 7.8, 
he thought these are supplied, under a more specious name, Ienatius. 
in feasts and sacrifices, and the slaughter of victims.”? The 
same was attested long before the time of Dionysius, by a 
celebrated man, Caius the presbyter, in Eusebius, (Eccles. 
Hist. 11. 28,) where he thus speaks of Cerinthus?: “ He in- 
troduces wonderful stories to us, as though they had been 
shewn to him by angels, speaking lies, saying, that after the 
resurrection the reign of Christ is to be on earth, and that 
the flesh will inhabit Jerusalem, and again be enslaved to 
lusts and pleasures; and—being an enemy to the Scriptures 
of God—wishing to mislead men, he declares that there will 
be a period of a thousand years of a marriage feast!.” By [488] 
this bait, it seems, of his (so to call it) Epicurean millennium,  é ydyuy 
which Ignatius justly designated “ wicked’ pleasure,” this a 
Cerinthus drew many disciples to him, or, as Ignatius again #5ov). 
says, “led captive those who were running in the course of 
God.” I proceed with what Ignatius writes to the Phila- 
delphians. Certainly these words also of his, which follow 
in the same place, “If any man walk after the opinion of 
others® [than the Church], he agrees not with the passion ® dadorplg 
[of Christ]:” these words, I say, designate not Ebion, but wenn. 
Cerinthus; who, with all the Gnostics, (as has been already 
observed out of Irenzus,) did in reality deny the passion of 
Christ our Lord. | 

8. I come at length to the chief point of my subject, being 
about to shew clearly, in what way those words also of Igna- 
tius, in his epistle to the Magnesians, “ Who is His eternal 
Word, not having come forth from silence,” have reference 
to the doctrine of the Cerinthians. I assert, then, that Cerin- 
thus entertained entirely the same view as Valentinus with 
respect to the putting forth‘ of the Word, and preceded him ‘ produc- 
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882 The doctrines that Cerinthus taught, as recorded by 


in that heresy: which also I prove from a very express testi- 
mony of Irenzus, iii. 11‘, where the most learned father, 
being about to shew how the words of John, in the begin- 
ning of his Gospel, strike at the vain inventions of the 
Gnosties, especially of the Nicolaitans and the Cerinthians, 
writes thus; “John, the Lord’s disciple, in declaring this 
faith, wishing, by means of the declaration of the Gospel, to 
take away that error, the seed of which had been sown 
among men by Cerinthus, and even much earlier by those 
who are called Nicolaitans, who are a section! of that which 
is falsely called knowledge; in order to confound them, and 
convince men that there is one God, who made all things 
through His Word; and not, as they assert, that the Creator 
is one, and the Father of the Lord another; and that the 
Son of the Creator’ is one, and Christ who is from above is 
another, who also continued impassible, when He descended 
upon Jesus the Son of the Creator", and again flew back 
into His own pleroma; and THAT THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN® HATH 
A BEGINNING’, and THAT THE WORD IS THE TRUE SON OF THE 
ONLY-BEGOTTEN ; and that the creation, to which we belong‘, 
was not made by the first God, but by some power placed 
very far below, and cut off from all communication with those 
things which are invisible, and incapable of being named :— 
the disciple of the Lord, therefore, wishing to set aside?® all 
such [dogmas] and to establish in the Church the rule of truth, 


t Hanc fidem annuntians Joannes 
Domini discipulus, volens per Evan- 
gelii annuntiationem auferre eum, qui 
a Cerintho inseminatus erat hominibus, 
errorem, et multo prius ab his qui di- 
cuntur Nicolaite, qui sunt vulsio ejus 
quz falso cognominatur scientia, ut 
confunderet eos, et suaderet, quoniam 
unus Deus, qui omnia fecit per Ver- 
bum suum; et non, quemadmodum 
illi dicunt, alterum quidem Fabricato- 
rem, alium autem Patrem Domini; et 
alium quidem Fabricatoris Filium, al- 
terum vero de superioribus Christum, 
quem et impassibilem perseverasse, de- 
scendentem in Jesum Filium Fabrica- 
toris, et iterum revolasse in suum ple- 
roma; et initium quidem esse mono- 
geni [1]. monogenem]; logon autem ve- 
rum filium unigeniti; et eam condi- 
tionem, quz est secundum nos, non a 
primo Deo factam, sed a virtute aliqua 


valde deorsum subjecta, et abscissa ab 
eorum communicatione, que sunt in- 
visibilia et innominabilia. Omnia igi- 
tur talia circumscribere volens disci- 
pulus Domini, et regulam veritatis 
constituere in ecclesia, quia est unus 
Deus omnipotens, qui per Verbum 
suum omnia fecit, et visibilia et invisi- 
bilia; significans quoque, quoniam per 
Verbum, per quod Deus perfecit con- 
ditionem, in hoc et salutem his qui in 
conditione sunt prestitit hominibus ; 
sic inchoavit in ea que est secundum 
evangelium doctrina, In principio erat 
Verbum, §c.—Pag. 257. edit. Feuard. 
[p. 188. } 

* Read monogenem. GraBeE. [This 
is also the reading of the Benedictine 
edition.—B. That is, “the Only-be- 
gotten is the beginning ;’’ Bishop Bull 
argues from the other reading. ] 


Irenaeus, agree with those of Valentinus ; of Silence. 383 
that there is one God Almighty, who made all things through soox 1. 


His Word, both visible and invisible ; signifying likewise that, 4°39." 
through the Word, through whom God perfected the creation, Ignatius. 
in Him He also gave salvation to mankind, who are included 
in the creation :—thus he began in that doctrine which is 
according to the Gospel, ‘In the beginning was the Word,’ ” 
&c. Here, reader, observe the agreement of the Cerinthians 
with the Valentinians; in the first place, the Cerinthians, no 
less than the Valentinians, set many powers, many beings 
“invisible”? and “incapable of being named,” i. e. many 
zeons, between the first God and the Creator of the world, 
Secondly, they both alike classed the Word among their 
zeons. Furthermore, they both derived the Word not im- 
mediately from the first God, but from the Only-begotten, 
or Mind', Lastly, they both alike denied the eternity of the ! Mono- 
Word. In the case of the Valentinians this is certain, whilst 7° sive 
of the Cerinthians it is here expressly asserted by Irenzus 
that they attributed a beginning even to the Only-begotten, 
whom they called the Father of the Word. 

§ 9. As for Silence, who would not readily believe (even [490] 
without distinct testimony), that, as the Cerinthians, along 
with the Valentinians, deduced their Logos from the Only- 
begotten, so they also derived their Only-begotten from 
Silence? especially when Irenzus expressly declares that 
Cerinthus attributed a beginning even to the Only-begotten 
Himself; for hence it follows, according to Cerinthus, that 
some: other zon, or rather sons, preceded the Only-be- 
gotten. Now who should those zons be, but Depth? and ? Bythus. 
Silence®, It is at any rate evident (whatever the Observer * Sige, 
on Pearson put forward on the contrary) that the Only- 
begotten had this appellation, Only-begotten, given to Him 
by all the Gnostics, who classed Him among their exons, on 
this account, that He alone was begotten of the first pair‘ ‘ cutie. 
of them all, immediately and without intervening beings. 
Then, this very passage of the author of the epistle to the 
Magnesians, (whom from other sources the learned have 
proved by the strongest arguments to be none other than 
Ignatius himself,) may suffice in the estimation of fair 
judges, to prove this point. For by these very words of his, 
‘““Who is His eternal Word, not having come forth from 
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Beri ovyi- 


384 Silence preceding the Word; would be taught by Certnthus. 


Silence,”’ we have already shewn, as I think, clearly enough, 
that it is not the Valentinians at all, but altogether the 
Cerinthians, who are glanced at’. Some other, then, be- 
sides Valentinus taught, and specifically Cerinthus, who was 
more ancient than Valentinus, that the Word came forth 
from Silence. Besides, the Gnostics, who placed the Word 
among their later sons and denied His eternity, (as Ire- 
nus, in the passage we have quoted above, expressly testifies 
that the Cerinthians did,) must all be regarded as teaching, 
by necessary consequence, that the Word proceeded from Si- 
lence. For what else, I ask, was the Word, in the judgment 
of all the Gnostics, than the vocal word of Gop? Now if the 
vocal word' of God did not come into existence, nor was put 
forth’ till after infinite ages now passed, it must follow, that 
during those infinite ages now passed, God was silent; in 
other words, Silence was with God; and at last the vocal 
word of God did, as it were, burst forth. This, however, 
is the very thing which Ignatius rejects, when he denies 
that ‘‘the Word came forth from Silence.” Whosoever will 
examine this argument more closely and attentively, will 
readily see that it is irrefragable. Lastly, that the Cerin- 
thians reckoned both Depth and Silence amongst their zons, 
is expressly declared by Gregory Nazianzen, an author of 
very great credit, Orat. xx111.": “ ‘There was a time,” he 
says, “when we enjoyed quiet from heresies, when Simons 
and Marcions, and Valentinus’s, and Basilides’s and Cerdons, 
Crerintuvs’s and Carpocrates’s, with all their trifling and in- 
vention of prodigies, when they had for a very long time cut 
in pieces the God of the Universe, and waged war for the 
good against the Creator, were engulphed, as they deserved, 
IN THEIR OWN Deprun, and delivered over to [THEIR own] 
Sr1Lence®.” You observe, the Cerinthians are reckoned by 
name amongst those Gnostics who had their Depth and 
their Silence. 


10. I am ashamed to mention the cavil by which it has 


¢. t See the testimony of Irenzeus, book 


ii. c. 48, quoted below in § 13. 

u hy bre yodhvny efxouey ard Tay 
alpécewy, huika Sluwves wey nal Map- 
nlwves, OdadrEvTivol TE TIWWEs Kal Bact- 
Acidat wal Képdwves, KnpwOol re Kad 
Kapmoxpdtets, kal waca 7 wepl éxelyous 


gaAvapla re Kal reparela, ém) wAcioroy 
tov tTav Brov Gedy teudvres, kal drip 
Tov ayabod Te Syuovpyg woAeuhaay- 
Tes, €weita KatendOnoay TG éauvta@y Bub- 
€y, kal Th oy wapadobévres, Saxep hv 
&fiov.— Tom. i, p. 414. [Orat. xxv. 8. 
pp. 459, 60. ] 


Nazianzen’s words imply that Cerinthus held this doctrine. 385 


been attempted to elude this clear testimony of Nazianzen, as soox m. 
CHAP. I. 


quoted by Pearson, on the part of the author of the Observa- § 9, 10. 


tions upon his Vindicia. “There is no one,” says he*, “ who [onarus, 

does not perceive, that Gregory only meant that the here- 

sies which he mentioned had at length vanished, and were 180 

causing the Church no further disturbance whatever; and [492] 

therefore he writes, ‘they were engulphed in Depth, and were 

delivered over to Silence,’ in evident allusion to the Depth 

and Silence of Valentinus, to whom, with his followers, these 

last words of Nazianzen apply, and not to the other heretics 

whose names he mentions.” It is, however, manifestly false, 

that these last words of Nazianzen apply only to the Valenti- 

nians. For Nazianzen, after he had mentioned by name not 

Valentinus only, but also Simon, Marcion, Basilides, Cerdon, 

and Cerinthus too, and Carpocrates, says of them all, that 

they were engulphed together with all their trifles and in- 

ventions of prodigies, in THEIR own (observe the expression 

THEIR OWN) Depth, and delivered over to Silence ; an allusion 

which would be simply absurd and utterly unworthy of this 

very elegant writer, had not the other heretics also, whom 

he named, had their Depth and Silence as well as Valentinus. 

Besides, if Nazianzen had only meant that the heretics he 

mentions had at length vanished, without any allusion to the 

Depth and the Silence, which formed a part of the theories 

of them all, why, I ask, does he not speak in the like man- 

ner of the other heretics, whom he enumerates in the same 

passage? Why does he not place them also in the same 

category (so to speak) with Simon, Valentinus,. Basilides, 

Cerinthus, &c.? For these words immediately follow in Na- 

zianzen’, “The evil spirit of Montanus, and the darkness of 

Manes, and the audacity, shall I call it, or the purity! of No- ! ca#apé- 

vatus, and the evil maintenance of the monarchia by Sabel- 7” 

lius, have given way and withdrawn.” Why does he not say, 

have been delivered over to their own Depth and Silence? The 

reason is obvious. These heretics, whom he mentions apart 

from the others, did not at all venerate Depth and Silence, 

as did the former. Nazianzen certainly did not write these [493] 
* Pag. 194. [Concerning this au- Opacdrns 4) xabapdrns, SaBeAAlou ve 4 

thor see above, p. 51. ] Kaxh cuvyyopla Tis povapxtas elte Kad 


Y Movtavot 3 +b wovnpdy ‘xvetua,  twexdpnoev.— Ibi 
nal rd Mayod oxéros, kat  Navdrov 
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886 Confirmed by the comments of Elias Cretensis. 


words thoughtlessly or unadvisedly, but with attention, ob- 
servation, and more than ordinary care, attributing to each 
several heresy its peculiar characteristics. To Simon, Mar- 
cion, Valentinus, Basilides, Cerdon, to Cerinthus also and Car- 
pocrates, whom he brings together in the first sentence, he 
ascribes their own Depth and Silence, inasmuch as they all 
in reality recognised Depth and Silence as the first pair of 
all [the seons.] How appositely Nazianzen wrote of Mon- 
tanus and of those others whom he afterwards enumerates 
separately, Elias Cretensis will shew you in his commentary 
on the passage*: ‘“ Montanus,” he says, “an impious and 
sacrilegious man, leading about with him a fanatical and 
prostitute woman, broke out into such a height of presump- 
tion as to call her the Holy Ghost; whom this great man 
most justly designated as an evil spirit rather; inasmuch as 
a wicked and impure spirit had taken up his abode within 
her. Manes, again, maintained that matter and darkness 
were uncreate and co-eternal with God. Novatus, moreover, a 
presbyter of the Church of Rome, would not at all admit to 
penance those who had fallen into an abjuration of the faith. 
Nay, he contended that those likewise who had lapsed after 
baptism ought not to be received, when they betook them- 
selves to penance; likewise he refused to receive those who 
had married twice. This man the orthodox fathers first de- 
graded, and then removed from the Church, as one who re- 
jected penance, and taught that he himself was pure and 
free from guilt. Also, it has already been said of Sabellius 
in the Oration de Dogmate*, that he contracted the three 
Persons into the one Person of the Father, and did not 
maintain! a unity of the Godhead in three Persons.” Thus 
Elias. As therefore, in the latter passage, Nazianzen rightly 
attributes to Montanus his own evil spirit, to Manes his 
darkness, to Novatus his feigned purity, and lastly, to Sa- 
bellius his false? [doctrine of the] monarchy; so does he no 
less appositely assign their own Depth and Silence to Si- 
mon, Marcion, Valentinus, Cerinthus, and the other heretics, 
whom he had in the preceding clause combined in one group. 

11. But the chief reason (if I mistake not) which induced 


z Tom. ii. col. 851. [Appended to 1630. See p. 396, note y. j 
the works of S. Greg. Naz. ed. Paris. * [Orat. xxi. § 13. p. 393. ] 


Marcion held the same doctrine about Atons as Valentinus. 387 


the author of the Observations to contend that Nazianzen’s s0ox 111. 
last words, “were delivered over to their own Depth and $ 10, 1 i 
Silence,”’ properly belonged to the Valentinians alone, and Ianativs. 
not to the rest of the heretics also who were named along 

with them, in opposition to the manifest mind and mean- 

ing of Nazianzen himself, is this; that if these last words 

be made to apply to each of the heretics before enumerated, 

it must then be allowed that Marcion also had his Depth 

and Silence; but the author of the Observations takes it as 

a settled point, that Marcion, at any rate, did not dream of 

Depth or Silence, nay, did not recognise any ons at all. 

This however is a mere assumption of the Observer, inas- 

much as in his forty-fourth Oration> the same Nazianzen 
expressly attributes to the Marcionites not merely ons, 

but thirty sons, a number equal to that which the Valen- 
tinians venerated!. For he writes as follows in that place; 'coluerunt. 
‘‘The Hebrews honour the number seven, from the law of 
Moses, as afterwards the Pythagoreans honoured the number 

four, by which also they used to swear, and the Simonians 

and Marcionites the numbers eight, and thirty; giving 

names to, and honouring, certain ons corresponding to 181 
these numbers.”” Who can doubt that Nazianzen took this [495] 
out of some works of Marcion, or of his followers? especially 

as similar statements respecting the Marcionites have been 

made by Elias Cretensis and Nicetas®, who wrote commen- 

taries on Gregory of Nazianzum. But here the author of the 
Observations, with his usual modesty, charges both Nazian- 

zen himself with want of caution, and his two commentators 

with the grossest ignorance, for having attributed to the 
Marcionites what really belonged to the Valentinians. As 

if, forsooth, the same theories could not have been held in 
common by both Marcionites and Valentinians; or as if 
Nazianzen, Elias Cretensis, and Nicetas were not aware that 
Valentinus was the first indeed who venerated thirty xons, 

but that Marcion afterwards embraced those ravings of his. 


> rhy EBSoudda rindow ‘EBpalwy xai- alavas éxovopdtove: xal Timdow.— 
des, ex Tis Mwtodws vomobeclas, Sowep ([Orat. xli. 2. p. 782. ] 
of Tiv@ayopixol rhy rerpaxtiv Sorepov, ¢ [A deacon of Constantinople, who 
hy &% nat Epxov wexolnvrat, cal thy Sy- flourished A.D. 1077. See his Com- 
Sodda xal rpraxdda of dd Xluwves nal mentaries at the end of the works of 
Mapxievos, ols 3) xa) icaplOmovs twas S. Greg. Naz. ed. 1630. ] 
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Nay, Elias Cretensis expressly informs us of this, and observes 
that Nazianzen was cognizant of it, for in his notes on Na- 
zianzen’s thirty-third Oration, after speaking of the first og- 
doad of sons, he goes on to write’; “The Marcionites, how- 
ever, with increased madness, reverenced the number thirty 
on account of the thirty eons whom they used to venerate; 
for these insane men affirmed that, out of those sons which 
were found in the system of Simon, the Word and Life had 
in their turn produced ten more wons; and Man and the 
Church twelve other sons; and these added to the eight, 
whom we before enumerated, make up the number thirty. 
Their names also it would be superfluous to write, they are 
so old-womanish and contemptible. THE LIKE To THIS DID 
VALENTINUS ALSO TEACH, @ point which this great man has 
made clear in his Oration against the Arians.” 

12. Still the Observer will not yet yield to this great autho- 
rity, nor believe that the Marcionites venerated thirty eons. 
Why, I ask? Because, forsooth, there is a profound silence 
on this point among the more ancient heresiologists. I 
grant, indeed, that Irenzeus (who was followed by Tertullian, 
to say nothing of Epiphanius, Philastrius, Augustine, and 
other writers on heresiology, who came after Nazianzen'), 
in his first book, where he professedly recounts the tenets of 


‘the ancient heretics, in treating of Marcion, attributes no- 


thing of this kind to him in c. 29°; and from this the Ob- 
server boldly concludes that the great Nazianzen and his 
commentators were completely mistaken. It is the Observer 
himself, however, who is altogether wrong; for Irenzus, 
in the same book, in treating of Cerinthus (c. 25‘), and of 
the Nicolaitans (c. 278), does not mention any ons of 
theirs, as neither does Tertullian say any thing at all about 
eons of theirs. . But is it to be concluded from this that 
neither the Cerinthians nor the Nicolaitans recognised any 
sons? This is absurd; for Irenzus himself, incidentally, 
in another passage, which we have already quoted, asserts 
the direct contrary. The fact is this; in that first book of 
his, Irenzeus accurately describes all the doctrines of the 
Valentinians alone, (as it was against them especially that 


¢ Pag. 819. € [cap. 26. ] 
* (cap. 27. 2. p. 106.] s [cap. 26, 3.] 


Cerinthus holding the doctrine of Atons, accounted for. 389 


he wrote, and it was they who most of all interpolated and BOOK IIT. 

added to the ravings of the earlier Gnostics;) but when g 18. 

he treats of the other heretics, he generally mentions only Ienatius. 

the opinions which were peculiar to them. Hence the pro- 

found silence (of which I spoke) in this passage respecting © 

the zxons of the Nicolaitans and the Cerinthians, (who yet, 

as Irenzus himself in another passage attests, taught that 

the Word is the Son of the Only-begotten, and, further, that 

the Only-begotten Himself had his origin from some other 

[zon']:) because, that is, this dogma of theirs they held 1n' aliunde. 

common with other Gnostics. Nay, of Cerinthus it is parti- [497] 

cularly worthy of remark, that Irenzus did not there mention 

even his most notorious error, touching the observance of 

the law of Moses; no doubt for the same reason as before, 

because he shared this error along with Ebion. It is exactly 

in the same way that, when he comes to Marcion, c. 29, he 

is altogether silent about his ons, enumerating only ‘his 

peculiar dogmas; of which this was the chief, that that God 

who was declared by the law and the prophets, was not only 

distinct from the supreme God, and far inferior to Him, (as 

all the earlier Gnostics taught,) but was both evil, and the 

author of evil, as Irenzeus states in the context. At the end 

of this chapter he also says that Marcion™ “was the only 

one who openly ventured to mutilate’ the Scriptures, and ? circumci- 

shamelessly, above all others, to vilify God.” dere. 
138. This, however, must be added, that Irenzeus himself 

elsewhere not obscurely intimates that Marcion so far agreed 

with Valentinus in opinion as to hold altogether the same 

view with him respecting the bringing forth? of the Word 3 produc- 

from Depth and Silence. For in book ii. 48.i the holy and “"* 

learned man thus addresses the Gnostics; ‘The prophet in- 

deed saith concerning Him,” (i. e. the Son of God,) “ ‘Who 

shall declare His generation?’ You, however, who divine 

His generation from the Father, and aprpty to tHE Worp 

o¥r Gop THE PUTTING FORTH OF THE WORD OF MEN MADE BY 


» Solum manifeste aususest circum- enarrabit? Vos autem generationem 
cidere Scripturas, et impudorate super ejus ex Patre divinantes, et VERBI HO- 
omnes obtrectare Deum.—([c. 27. 4. MINUM PER LINGUAM FACTAM PROLA- 
p- 106.] TIONEM TRANSFERENTES IN VERBUM 

! Propheta quidem ait de eo, (nem- Det, juste detegimini a vobis ipsis, 
pe de Filio Dei, ) Generationem ejus quis quod neque humana nec divina nove- 


390 Evidence that Marcion agreed with Valentinus respecting 


oN THE THE TONGUE, are of your own selves justly convicted of know- 
co-rre® ing neither human things nor divine. But being unreason- 
tue son. ably puffed up, you audaciously say that you know the inex- 
182 plicable mysteries of God, seeing that even the Lord Himself, 
the Son of God, allowed that the Father alone knoweth the 

very day and hour of the Judgment, plainly saying ‘of that 

day and that hour knoweth no man, neither the Son, but 

[498] the Father only.’ Since therefore the Son was not ashamed 
to refer the knowledge of that day to the Father, so neither 

are we ashamed* to reserve to God those things in questions 

1majora which are too great for our measure’; for no one is above 
secundum his master. If any one, therefore, shall say to us, ‘ How 
‘ prolatus, then was the Son put forth? from the Father?’ we tell him, 
* nuncupa- that that putting forth, or generation, or constitution’, or 
tionem. —_yevelation, or by whatever other name one shall call! His 
generation, which is inexplicable, no one, neither Valentinus, 

nor Marcion, nor Saturninus, nor Basilides, &c., knoweth. 

Since therefore His generation is inexplicable, all who at- 

‘prolati- tempt to explain generations and puttings forth‘ are beside 
one themselves, for they attempt to explain those things which 
are inexplicable. For, as is plain, all men know that a word 

is sent forth FROM THOUGHT AND SENSE.” Here Irenus is 
manifestly attacking [all] heretics whatsoever, who ventured 

to explain the inexplicable generation of the Word by com- 

parisons taken from common-place objects; saying, for in- 

stance, that the Word of God is begotten of the Father, just 

as the word of man put forth by the tongue; and that the 

Word of God, just like the word of man, is sent forth from 


ritis. Irrationabiliter autem inflati, au- 
daciter inenarrabilia Dei mysteria scire 
vos dicitis ; quandoquidem et Dominus 
ipse Filius Dei ipsum judieii diem et 
horam concessit scire solum Patrem, 
manifeste dicens, De die autem illa et 
hora nemo scit, neque Filius, nisi Pater 
solus. Si igitur scientiam diei illius 
Filius non erubuit referre ad Patrem; 
neque nos erubescimus (alii melius, 
erubescamus), que sunt in questioni- 
bus majora secundum nos, reservare 
Deo; nemo enim super magistrum est. 
Si quis itaque nobis dixerit, Quomodo 
ergo Filius prolatus a Patre.est? dici- 
mus ei, quia prolationem istam, sive 
generationem, sive nuncupationem, sive 
adapertionem, aut quomodolibet (al. 


melius, quolibet, GRABE), quis nomine 
voeaverit generationem ejus inenarra- 
bilem existentem, nemo novit, non Va- 
lentinus, non Marcion, neque Saturni- 
nus, neque Basilides, &c. Inenarrabilis 
itaque generatio ejus cum sit, quicum- 
que nituntur generationes et prolatio- 
nes enarrare, non sunt compotes sui, 
ea que inenarrabilia sunt enarrare pro- 
mittentes. Quoniam enim ex cogita- 
tione et sensu verbum emittitur, hoc 
utique omnes sciunt homines.—[cap. 
28. 5. p. 157.] 

k [Another and better reading is eru- 
bescamus, “neither let us be ashamed.” 

1 Another and better reading is quo- 
libet.—GRABE. 


the putting forth of the Word, and other doctrines. 391 


thought and sense!,—by which words it is certain that the soox m. 
translator of Irenzeus was accustomed to express évvoca or “S15” 
ovyn, (thought or silence,) and vois, (mind.) But of the [QV jrivs, 
Gnostic heretics, who fell into such folly,.he reflects, by ‘ex cogita- 
name, not only on Valentinus, Saturninus, and Basilides, °"° * 
but on Marcion also, whom he also connects most closely 

with Valentinus; and that, doubtless, because he not only 
entertained the same opinions as Valentinus with regard to 

the first four ons, (as did Cerinthus, Saturninus, Basilides, 

and other Gnostics who lived before Valentinus,) but also 
embraced and reverenced? his whole pleroma of thirty zons, [499] 
as Gregory of Nazianzum and his learned commentators ex- * veneratus 
pressly testify. This, at least, is clearly gathered from this ven 
passage of Irenzeus, that Marcion, equally with Valentinus, 

held and taught that the Word of God is generated of the 
Father, just like a human word put forth by the tongue, 

and that the word of God is sent forth, like the word of 

man, from thought and sense, (i. e., from évyora or ovyn, 

and vois.) For, if it were not so, no reason could be de- 

vised why Irenzus, in this censure of heretics indulging in 

this kind of dotage, should mention Marcion by name, and 

even should connect him, as I have already said, most closely 

with Valentinus. The thing speaks for itself. Moreover, 
Irenzus in another passage informs us clearly enough that 
Marcion acknowledged Depth, and his Pleroma, to be su- 

perior to the Demiurge. For in book i. c. 1™ (the argu- 

ment of which runs thus, “that neither is the God of the 
universe external to* the pleroma, nor does there exist any- 3 extra. 
thing external to His fulness, nor yet are there two gods, 
removed from each other by an immeasurable interval,” &c.) 

he thus applies to the Marcionites what he wrote especially 

against the Valentinians"; “In like manner these things,” 

he says, “also applied against those who are of the school of 
Marcion. For his two gods also will be held in and bound- 

ed by the immeasurable interval, which separates them one 


™ Quod neque extra pleroma sit uni- » Similiter autem hee et adversus 
versorum Deus, neque extra plenitu- eos, qui sunt a Marcione, aptata sunt. 
dinem ejus esse aliquid, neque quidem Continebuntur enim et circumfinientur 
duos esse Deos, immenso intervallo ab _et duo dei ejus ab immenso intervallo, 
invicem distantes, &c.—[p. 114. cap. i. quod separat eos ab invicem. Si autem 
Argumentum. } id, excogitandi est necessitas secundum 
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from the other. But? if so’, there is a necessity for imagin- 
ing many gods in every direction removed from each other 
by an immeasurable interval, beginning from, and ending in, 
one another; and by the argument, by which they endeavour 


there is.”] to shew that there is a pleroma or God above the Creator of 


[500] 
2 pelagus. 


183 


heaven and earth, by the same may any one prove that there 
is another pleroma above the pleroma, and again another 
above that; and above Depth another ocean? of God; 
and that on the sides also, in like manner, there are the 
same; and thus the thought passing off into infinity, there 
will always be both a necessity to imagine other pleromas 
and other Depths, and never at any time to stop, continually 
seeking others, besides those that have been named [be- 
fore.””] Thus Irenzus. But how (I pray you) would these 
absurdities press on the Marcionites, how would this reason- 
ing of Irenzus,—By that argument, by which they endea- 
vour to shew that there is a pleroma or God above the Crea- 
tor of heaven and earth, by the same argument may one 
affirm that there is another pleroma above the pleroma, and 
again another above that; and above Depth another ocean 
of God ;—how, I repeat, would this reasoning strike at the 
Marcionites, unless they had entertained the same opinions 
as Valentinus respecting Depth and his Pleroma, as su- 
perior to the Demiurgus [or Creator]? At any rate it is 
clearly evident from this passage of Irenzus that Marcion 
acknowledged not only Depth, but his pleroma also; and 
likewise taught that the Demiurgus, or that God who created 
the world, existed external to the pleroma of Depth, very far 
distant and separate from Him, which certainly were the 
very opinions of Valentinus. And now, when Irenzus so 
evidently intimates that Marcion, equally with Valentinus, 


omnem partem multos Deos immensa 
separatione distantes, ab invicem qui- 
dem inchoantes, ad invicem autem fi- 
nientes; et illa ratione, qua nituntur 
docere, super Fabricatorem cceli et ter- 
re esse aliquod pleroma aut Deum, 
eadem ratione utens quisque adstruet 
super pleroma alterum esse pleroma, 
et super illud rursus aliud, et super 
Bythum aliud pelagus Dei; et a late- 
ribus autem similiter eadem esse; et 
sic in immensum excidente sententia, 
et semper necessitas erit excogitare al- 


tera pleromata, et alteros Bythos, et 
nunquam aliquando consistere, sem 
querentes alios preter dictos. —[p. 
114.] 

° Read, Sic autem ad excogitandum 
est necessitas, &c.—Grase, [and ed. 
Bened. ] 

P Excidente. The very learned bishop 
observed in a marginal note that exce- 
dente is a better reading. Concerning 
this conjecture I refer the reader to my 
own annotation on the passage of Ire- 
nzeus.—GRABE. 


the Pleroma, and Creation by the Demturgus. 893 


reverenced the pleroma of Depth, who will not readily be- soox m. 
lieve Nazianzen, when he testifies that the same Marcion G18. 
likewise agreed with Valentinus in worshipping thirty sons? [oxarius. 
For this was the number of ons, inclusive of Depth himself, 

which Valentinus reckoned in the pleroma of Depth. Lastly, 

whereas Valentinus placed beneath the pleroma of Depth a 

certain middle! region, which he also called Vacuum, out of ' locum 
which arose the Demiurgus, who was placed in the lowest re- "4! 
gion, the same Irenzeus expressly attests that Marcion agreed [501] 
with him in this point also, ii. 84; “ Inconsistent’ therefore,”’ ? instabilis. 
says he, “is that Depth which they hold, which is his ple- Sek ial 
roma, and Marcion’s God; seeing that (as they say) it has 
something below, external to itself, which they call Vacuum 

and Shade; and this Vacuum is shewn? to be greater‘ than 8 ostendi- 
their pleroma. And it is inconsistent‘ also to say this, that ™ | 
whilst it contains all things within‘ itself, the creation’ was , vnatabile. 
wrought by some other. For they must needs acknowledge ¢ conditio- 
something without form and void®, in which this universe was I int 
created, below the spiritual pleroma,” &c. There it is plain, vasuam. 
enough that the words “(as they say)” refer to all those of 

whom he was speaking in the preceding words; but there 

not only are the Valentinians spoken of, but Marcion is 

also alluded to by name. It follows that Marcion, with the 
Valentinians, asserted that there is beneath the, spiritual 
pleroma something without form and void, in which this 
universe was created, and that by a creator other than the 

Most High God. The fact is, most of Marcion’s doctrines 
(whatever certain of his disciples and followers may have 

laid down, who in various ways interpolated, changed, and 

in some instances openly denied his opinions) were altogether 

derived from the insanities of the earlier Gnostics, and espe- 

cially of Valentinus, who lived before Marcion. The pecu- 

liarity of Marcion was this, that he was the first who ven- 

tured to assail with open blasphemy the Demiurgus, or Crea- 

tor of the world, by saying that he was himself evil and the 


* Instabilis igitur qui est secundum 
eos Bythus, id quod est hujus pleroma, 
et Marcionis deus. Siquidem (quem- 
admodum dicunt) extra se habet sub- 
jacens aliquid, quod vacuum et um- 
bram vocant; et vacuum hoc majus 
pleromate ipsorum ostenditur. Insta- 


bile est autem et hoc dicere, infra se 
omnia continente eo, ab altero quodam 
fabricatam esse conditionem. Oportet 
enim illos necessario vacuum aliquid 
et informe confiteri, in quo fabricatum 
est hoc quod est universum, infra spi- 
ritale pleroma, &c.—[p. 118.] 


394 Nazianzen’s testimony as to Cerinthus thus confirmed. 


ox tas author of evil. In a word, Marcion publicly taught that there 
cry op Were two gods, namely, Depth, the head of the spiritual ple- 
THE SON. roma, and Demiurgus, who existed external to that pleroma ; 
and called the former the good, the latter the evil god. He 
seized a handle for this impious doctrine from his master 
Cerdon, of whom Irenteus writes thus, i. 28"; “ He taught 
that the God who was proclaimed by the law and the pro- 
phets is not the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ; for that 
the one is known, but the other unknown; and that the 
one is just, but the other good; and Marcion of Pontus 
1 »8tnce 7» having succeeded him, extended his school, unblushingly' 
Siarka- blaspheming,” [&c.] Cerdon, although he denied that the 


adamplia God of the law and the prophets was good, yet confessed 
wea Lat, that He was just; whilst Marcion went further, “ assert- 
Vers, ing that He was a doer of evil, a lover of wars, and incon- 
stant likewise in His purpose, and inconsistent with Him- 
self,’ as the same Irenzeus attests at the beginning of the 
following chapter. Notwithstanding, therefore, this cavil of 
the author of the Observations concerning Marcion, the great 
Nazianzen’s authority remains unshaken, when he tells us 
that both Cerinthus and the other Gnostics, prior to Valen- 
tinus, worshipped a Depth and a Silence of their own. 

14. The learned Pearson‘, however, has proved by other, 
and those most clear, testimonies of the ancients, that Silence 
was recognised by Gnostics anterior to Valentinus amongst 
their zons. On the other hand, no man who loves Chris- 
tian candour and sincerity can read without anger and in- 
dignation the answers which the author of the Observations 
makes to those passages. We will here bring forward one 
of those testimonies, and vindicate it from the exceptions of 
that sophist, and then conclude this discussion. Respeeting 
Silence, as recognised by Simon himself, the leader of the 
Gnostics, there is a clear testimony of Eusebius, Eccles. 
Theol. ii. 9%. “ What Marcellus,” he says, “ presumed to 


[502] 


[503] 


* d5iSake toy wd Tov vduov Kal wpo- 
Ontav Kkexnpvypévoy @edy py elva: Na- 
tépa, Tov Kuplou nua “Incotd Xpiorod’ 
roy pey yap yywplferGa:, roy Bt ayvara 
elvas’ kal roy pev Slxatoy, Troy 5é ayabby 
indpxew. diadetduevos 5t abtdoy Map- 
xlwy 6 Tlovrinds, nitnoe 7d didacna- 
Aciov, awnpvOpiacpévws BAacpnpav.— 
[e. 27. p. 105.] 


* Malorum factorem, et belloram 
concupiscentem, et inconstantem quo- 
que sententia, et contrarium sibi ipsum 
dicens.—[{Ibid. These words follow 
immediately on those last quoted, com- 
pleting the sentence. ] 

t Vindic. Part. Post., pp. 683—65. 

"= & 5 MdpreAdAos éeréAua dwrorlOe- 
cOat, mddAa pev A€yww elva Toy Gedy, 


A Silence co-eternal with God taught by Simon Magus, 395 
suggest, when he alleged that God existed of old, and ima- soox 11. 


gined to himself a certain stillness, [as existing] with God, $13, 14. 


according to.that prince of the godless heretics himself, who Ignatius. 
framing his godless doctrines proclaimed, saying, ‘ There was 

God and Silence,’” &c. To this the Observer in the first 

place replies*; ‘These words are not of such importance 

as Pearson supposes; for Eusebius is speaking, as Blondel 
remarks, of God, not of Depth. I am aware that the Va- 184 
lentinians, and perhaps some other heretics, deemed their 
fabulous Depth to be a god, that is, a divine person, and of 

the nobler sex ; but I do not see that they ever distinguished 

him by the name of God”? Who would not be surprised 

at this reply? For let it be granted that Eusebius is here 
speaking of God and not of Depth; yet he is expressly speak- 

ing of Silence, yea, of Silence as most intimately conjoined 

with the God of all, and co-eternal with Him. But from 

other passages we learn most distinctly, and have already 

clearly demonstrated, that Gnostics who preceded Valentinus, 

and were contemporary with Ignatius, reckoned the Word! ! Logon, 
amongst their later 2ons; which is enough for our purpose. 

For neither does the author of the epistle to the Magnesians 

say any thing expressly concerning Depth; he only tacitly 
reprehends the heretics of his age for having declared that 

the Word came forth from Silence. But, surely, if it be 

only certain that the Gnostics who preceded Valentinus 
acknowledged Silence, and that as placed in the highest 

grade [of ons], and if it be at the same time certain that 

[these same] Gnostics, previous to Valentinus, recognised 

the Word also amongst those of their zons who were placed 

in an inferior order; who does not see that the argument [504) — 
of Blondel and others is of no weight whatever, who infer 
from this mention of the Word coming forth from Silence 
by the author of the epistle to the Magnesians, that that 
epistie is not Ignatius’s, on the ground, that is, that no one 
before Valentinus, who lived subsequent to the time of Igna- 
tins, taught that the Word was derived from Silence? In 
the next place, when the author of the Observations says, 


cal twa fouxlav ua rE Geg Sroypd- kal ovyh' «.7.A.—[p. 114, ad cale. Eu- 
gov taut@g, kar abroy éxeivov roy ray seb. Demonst. Evang. ed. Par. 1628. ] 
&bdwv aipeciwrav apxrydv, ds Td Kbea 2 Pag. 192. 

Soyparlfav amrepalyero A€ywv, "Hy Geds 


396 Depth held as a God by Simon Magus and Marcion. 


on tue that, although the Valentinians regarded their fabulous 
oust Depth as a god, that is, as a divine person and of the nobler 
THE SON. sex, Still he does not find that they ever distinguished him 
1suose by the name of God, he destroys his own argument!. For 
Feat _ from this it follows that Eusebius in this passage is not 
speaking of Valentinus, which yet he himself immediately 
afterward affirms [that he is doing.] If the Observer were 

willing to trust Elias Cretensis—who was certainly a very 

learned writer, and had also the assistance’ of many records 

of the ancients, which have now perished—rather than his 

own vain conjectures and guesses, which rest on no founda- 

tion, he would easily learn from him [Elias] that the Gnostics 

in general indeed acknowledged Depth as the supreme prin- 

ciple of all things; but that they were not all alike accus- 

tomed to distinguish him by the name of God; and that the 
frequent use of this mode of speaking was almost confined 

to Simon and Marcion. For Elias, in his Commentary on 

the twenty-third Oration of Gregory Nazianzen, after men-— 

tioning the various names of the Gnostics who theorised 

about Depth and Silence, then makes this remark about Si- 

mon and Marcion in particular’; “ For certain of them used 

to say that Depth was a God, and likewise that Silence was 

a God, as Simon and Marcion.”’ And this I suppose was the 

cause why Irenzeus, in the passage which we have already 

cited out of Book 11. c. 3, after speaking of the Valentinians 

and Marcion together, has carefully observed this distinc- 

[505] tion; “ Inconsistent, therefore, is the Depth which they hold, 
(i. e. the Valentinians), which is his pleroma, and Marcion’s 

God.”” The Observer, however, has yet another way of es- 

* kpnogt- cape’; “ Besides,” he says, “let us allow that the God [men- 
wren tioned] in Eusebius is the same as the Depth of Irenseus, and 
of others who have written about the Gnostics; it will not 

thence follow, that the pairing of Depth and Silence made 

one of the figments of those Gnostics who were earlier than 
Valentinus: for that prince of impious heretics [of whom 
Eusebius speaks] will be Valentinus himself; who, accord- 

ing to Blondel, was the first to dream of this pairing . of 

Depth and Silence.” But, besides that we have already fully 


y [Elias was metropolitan of Crete, and flourished in the year 787. Cave.—B. ] 
* col. 821. . 


” 


Arianism anticipated and refuted in Gnosticism. 397 


shewn that it is not Valentinus who is treated of in this BOOK IIT. 
passage, if any one doubt who it is that Eusebius designates § 14, 15. 
by the leader of impious heretics, let him hear Eusebius Ienativus. 
explaining himself, Eccles. Hist. ii. 13°, “We have had it 
handed down, that Simon was the first leader of all heresy.” 
Nor was this way of speaking peculiar to Eusebius. For 
among the ancient ecclesiastical writers, the leader, or prince, 
of heretics means Simon Magus°, as invariably as the prince 
of poets m profane Latin authors designates Virgil. And 
with respect to the passage of Eusebius under discussion, 
I know not in truth if any more emphatic words than the 
phrase, “according to that very prince of impious heretics,” 
could have been used to designate some individual! heretic, ! singula- 
who was the most notorious leader and prince of all impious 
heretics: and this, Simon certainly was, not Valentinus. 

15. I have dwelt the longer on these points, both because [506] 
I thought it worth the while in passing to illustrate this 
noble passage of Ignatius, and also principally because they 
are of great use in refuting the heresy of Arius and esta- 
blishing the Nicene Faith. For from hence the Arian fana- 
tics may learn their pedigree’, hence recognise their parents * prosa- 
and progenitors. The impious Gnostics were the first who piam. 
separated the Word® from the supreme God: the Arians also $ zy aé- 
do the same. The Gnostics were the first among Chris- ””” 
tians to deny the eternity of the Word‘; for they said that ‘ roi Aé- 
Silence preceded the Word, and therefore that there was ”” 
[a time] when the Word was not; and the Arians say the 
same respecting the Word and Son of God, in that cele- 185 
brated saying® of theirs, "Hy zrore, Ste ov Hv, “There was § effatum. 
a time when He was not.” The opinion of the teachers 
of the apostolic age was altogether opposed to these insani- 
ties, as is attested by Ignatius, a most ample witness; for in 
opposition to the Cerinthians, Ignatius—the disciple of the 
Apostles, and who was appointed by the Apostles themselves 
bishop of Antioch, where the name of Christians first origi- 
nated—taught that Christ, the Son of God, is the Word of 
the Most High God Himself, not begotten by any inferior 


* xdons piv obv adpynydv alpérews > See Irenzus, i. 20 and 30. [c. 23. 
aparov ‘yevérOat 7  lnava maperAj- 2 and 28.] and Constit. Apostol. vi. 7. 
gapey.—E. H. ii. 


898 Passages from Ireneus shewing that Arian views were 


os THE #0n; moreover, also, “the Eternal Word” of the supreme 
God Himself, “not having come forth from Silence,” the 
tHE son. Eternal Word, whom no Silence preceded, who never was 
not, who was coeval with God the Father Himself. So also 
Irenzeus, the hearer and disciple of Polycarp, who was the 
fellow disciple’ of Ignatius, censures this in Cerinthus and 
the Nicolaitans, that they attributed a beginning to the 
Only-begottene Himself, whom they called the Father of 
the Word: and what is more, he asserts, as we have already 
shewn, that the Apostle John expressly impugns this heresy 
[507] of theirs in the opening of his Gospel. The same Irenzeus 
throughout vehemently attacks other Gnostics, who suc- 
ceeded Cerinthus, on account of the same heresy. I shall 
here only quote one or two of the more remarkable passages 
of this kind. In book ii. c. 184, the bishop and martyr of 
Lyons writes as follows of the generation of the Word, in 
opposition to the Valentinians and such as held with them; 
?Nu, sive “For from Him,” (i. e. from Mind, or the Only-begotten:,) 
“they say that Logos and Zoé, (Word and Life,) the creators 
of this pleroma, were sent forth; both understanding this 
sending forth of Logos, that is, of the Word, from what 
happens in the case of men; and making conjectures con- 
trary to God, as though they were discovering some great 
matter in that which they say, that Word was sent forth 
from Mind; whereas all of course know that in regard of 
men indeed this is said consistently; but in regard of Him 
who is God over all, seeing that He is all Mind and all 
Word*, as we have said before, and has not in Himself any 
‘for,‘any Other thing earlier or later, or any other thing anterior‘, 
but ever continues wholly equal, and alike, and one, it fol- 
lows that no such sending forth in this order® will follows.” 


CO-ETER- 
NITY OF 


3 sym- 
mystz. 


Monogene. 


3 Adyos, 


ason. 


thing of 
another.”’ ] 
§ ordina- 
tionis, q. d, 
succession, 


© Monogeni ipsi. [The words are 
given | according to the reading of the 
edition of Feuardentius, although in 
our own edition, p. 218. col. 1. line 21, 
the genuine reading, monogenem, is 
found.—Grase. [And such is the 
reading of the Benedictine edition ; see 
above, p. 382.—B. | 

¢ Ab hoo enim (nempe a Nu, sive 
Monogene) Logon et Zoen fabricatores 
hujus pleromatis dicunt emissos; et 
Logi, id est, Verbi, quidem emissionem 
ab hominum affectione accipientes, et 


addivinantes adversus Deum, quasi ali- 
quid magnum adinvenientes in eo quod 
dicunt, a Nu esse emissum ; 
quod quidem omnes videlicet scrunt, 
quoniam in hominibus quidem conse- 
quenter dicatur; in eo autem qui sit 
super omnes Deus, totus Nus et totus 
Logos cum sit, quemadmodum pre- 
diximus, et nec aliud antiquius neo 
posterius, aut aliud anterius [ed. Bene- 
dict. alterius] habente in se, sed ‘toto 
sequali. et simili et uno perseverante, 
jam non talis hujus ordinationis se- 


entertained by the Gnostics and denied by Catholics. 399 


And after a few words he censures those “ who apply to the soox m. 
eternal Word of God, the putting forth’! of the uttered’ “s'1;." 
word of men, attributing to Him both a beginning on being Ienarws. 
put forth’, and a production‘, just as to a word of their 'lationem. 
own. And in what respect” (he asks) “will the Word of semi 
God, nay, rather God Himeelf, since He is the Word *, dif- * prolatio- 
fer from the word of men, if He had the same order® and « senesian, 
sending forth [in the mode] of [His] generation?” Yous, a agwos. 
observe, reader, that Irenzeus expressly teaches here, that ¢ ordina- 
in God there is nothing earlier or later, and, moreover, "°"*™ 
that He sharply rebukes the Gnostics, for having applied 
the putting forth of the uttered word of men (Lationem 
prolativi hominum verbi, thus did his faithful but unclas- 
sical translator turn the Greek of Irenseus®) to the eter- 
nal Word of God, attributing to Him a beginning of pro- 
duction, just as they do to a word of their own. A‘nd to 
this we have a parallel passage in chap. 47. of the same 
book, near the end4, where Irenzeus thus addresses the Gnos- 
tics; “ But this blindness and folly of yours proceeds from 
this, that you make no reserve’ for God, but wish to set 7 nihil Deo 
forth the nativities and puttings forth both of God Him. "*'’* 
self and of His Thought® and Word and Life, and Christ; * Ennee. 
and that, taking [the idea of} them from no other source 

than from what happens in the case of men; and you do 

not perceive, how that in a human being indeed, who is 

a compound animal, it is allowable, as we have already re- 
marked, to speak in this way of the mind®, and thought ” of ® sensus 
man; and that from mind [proceeds] thought, from thought ’**! 


10 enncea, 


[508] 


quetur [al. sequitur] emissio.... [de- 
centiora autem magis quam hi] qui 
lationem [generationem ed. Benedict. } 
rolativi hominum verbi transferunt in 

Dei zternum Verbum, et prolationis 
initium donantes et genesin, quemad- 
modum et suo verbo. Et in quo dis- 
tabit Dei Verbum, imo magis ipse 
Deus, cum sit Verbum, a verbo homi- 
num, si eandem habuerit ordinationem 
et emissionem generationis ?—([c. 13. 8. 
p- 181.) 

© Sequetur. Another reading is se- 
quitur.—B. | 

€ [Lationem. The Benedictine edi- 
tion reads generationem.—B. | 

s [Bp. Bull probably refers to Bil- 


lius’ conjecture, that St. Irenzus wrote, 
of Thy opay Tov Tév avOpdmwy Adyou 
xpopopixod dvadhdpovow eis Tov albioy 
Tov @eot Adyoy. | 

h Hec autem cecitas et stultilo- 


- quium inde provenit vobis, quod nihil 


Deo reservetis; sed et ipsius Dei, et 
Enn@e ejus, et Verbi, et Vite, et 
Christi nativitates et prolationes an- 
nuntiare vultis; et has non aliunde 
accipientes, sed ex affectione homi- 
num; ef non intelligitis, quia in ho- 
mine quidem, qui est compositum ani- 
mal, capit hujusmodi dicere, sicut prz- 
diximus, sensum hominis et ennceam 
hominis; et quia ex sensu enncea, de 
enncea autem enthymesis, de enthy- 


ON THE 
CO-ETER- 
NITY OF 
THE SON. 


1 enthy- 
mesis. 


2 verbum. 


3 subminis- 
trare. 


[509] 


186 
4 Verbum. 


® xabdwrat. 


400 Ireneus contrasts the Divine Word, and the word of man. 


conception!, and from conception a word; (but what word? 
for among the Greeks the word (Aoyos), which is the primary 
principle which thinks, is one thing, the instrument through 
which that Adcyos is uttered, is another ;) and that sometimes 
a man is still and silent, at other times speaks and acts. But 
whereas God is all Mind, all Reason, and all operative 
Spirit, and all Light, and always the same, and existing in 
the like state, (as both it is profitable for us to conceive con- 
cerning God, and as we are taught out of the Scriptures,) it 
is not therefore becoming towards Him [for us to suppose] 
that such affections and divisions will follow in His case. For 
in men the tongue, inasmuch as it is of flesh, is not suffi- 
cient to minister to the rapidity of the mind, on account of 
its spiritual nature; whence our [mental] word’ is choked! 
within, and brought forth not all at once, as it is conceived 
by the mind, but in parts, according as the tongue is able to 
minister’ to it.” In these words, whilst refuting the dreams 
of the Gnostics respecting the generation of the Son, [renseus 
notices two differences especially between the putting forth 
of the divine Word, and that of man. In the first place, the 
word of man is preceded by silence, that is to say, man is 
first silent, then speaks; neither is the word of man co- 
existent with his internal conception ; but concerning God 
we must have a far different philosophy: since He is pure 
Mind, always the same, and existing in the like state, nei- 
ther is He the subject of affections and divisions of this 
kind; consequently He is not first silent and then speaks; 
but His Word is co-eternal with Himself. This was just 
the meaning of Ignatius, when, glancing at the Cerinthian 
Gnostics, he says of Christ, “who is His eternal Word‘, 
not having come forth from Silence.” In the next place, 
the word of man is not brought forth once for all’, but im- 


mesi autem Logos; (quem autem Lo- 
gon? aliud enim est secundum Gre- 
cos Logos, quod est principale quod 
excogitat; aliud organum, per quod 
emittitur Logos;) et aliquando quidem 
quiescere et tacere hominem, aliquando 
autem loqui et operari. Deus autem 
cum sit totus mens, totus ratio, et to- 
tus Spiritus operans, et totus lux, et 
semper idem et similiter existens, sicut 
et utile est nobis sapere de Deo, et 
sicut ex Scripturis discimus, non jam 


hujusmodi affectus et divisiones decen- 
ter erga eum subsequentur. Velocitati 
enim sensus hominum propter spiritale 
ejus non sufficit lingua deservire, quip- 
pe carnalis existens; unde et intus suf- 
focatur verbum nostrum, et profertur 
non de semel, sicut conceptum est a 
sensu; sed per partes secundum quod 
lingua subministrare prevalet.—[c. 28. 
157. ] 
ad ee others read suffegatur. 
—GRABE. 


Arius condemned by anticipation in the Apostolic Church. 401 
perfectly and by parts; whereas from the perfect God there soox nt. 


proceeds no other than a perfect Word, and that, so to say, g 15, 16. | 
in the one moment of eternity. | — 

16. This infamous parentage of the Arian heresy was more- 
over perceived by the great Athanasius, who also often up- 
braided the Arians with it. Thus in his fourth Oration 
against the Arians*, he censures them as “emulating the 
doctrines of Valentinus.” And shortly afterwards! he exe- 
crates them for disjoining the Son from the Father, and for 
saying that He is not the Word of His Father, but rather a 
creature, in these words; ‘“‘ May the impiety of Valentinus 
perish together with you™.” Now what he designates the 
impiety of Valentinus we have already clearly shewn to have 
been common to that heretic with other Gnostics, who were 
anterior to him, and even coeval with the Apostles them- 
selves. The question, then, whether the faith of the Nicene 
fathers or of Arius is to be held, will issue at last in this; 
Whether the doctrine of the Apostles is to be preferred to 
the inventions of those impious Gnostics, who troubled the 
Apostolic churches, or not? Now I suppose that no Chris- 
tian will long deliberate which party he ought in this case to 
follow. In a word, from what we have thus far discussed, 
it is plain that the question respecting the true godhead 
and eternity of the Word, which was in dispute between 
the fathers of Nicszea and Arius, was the subject of contro- 
yersy even in the primitive Church, yea, in the Apostolic 
age itself; that is to say, between the Gnostics, the most 
wicked of men, and the Catholics, who adhered consistently 
to the doctrine of the Apostles; the former maintaining 
the cause of Arius, (to the eternal infamy’ of that heretic ' honorem, 
be it spoken); the latter strenuously defending the faith of Utonice] 


IGNATIUS. 


[510] 


& rd Obarerrivou SnrAdoavres.—p. 
515. [Orat. iii. 60, 64. vol. i. pp. 608, 
613. 

1 4 dodBera Odaderrivou ody Syiv ety 
els &xdéAcay.—p. 516. (65. p. 614.] 

m And likewise in Orat. ii. contra 
Arianos, tom. i. p. 179. edit. Com- 
melin. [Orat. i. 56. vol. i, p. 461]; 
aloxuvOhoovrat piv...... as Ta Ov- 
aAvevrivov xal Kaproxpdrouvs «al ray 
BAAwy alpetixnay (naourvres nal pbey- 
vydpevar’ by b pity robs dyyérous duo- 

BULL. 


yevets elpnxe TE Xpiorg’ & St Kap- 
nwoxpdrns &yyéAous tov Kécpouv 8n- 
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to be congenerate with Christ, (duoye- 
vets TG Xplory,) whilst Carpocrates 
affirms that angels were creators of the 
world,” —GRABE. 
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Nicea. At their own peril then, let the Arians follow 
these leaders of theirs; we will be content with the faith of 
the Apostles. 


Justin Martyr: passage from his Apology 


CHAPTER II. 


THE DOCTRINE OF JUSTIN MARTYR, IRENAUS, AND CLEMENT OF ALEX- 
ANDRIA, RESPECTING THE ETERNITY OF THE SON, UNFOLDED. 


1, Arter Ignatius comes Justin. From him the Jesuit 
Petavius could not, or at least did not, produce a single 
passage opposed to the co-eternity of the Son ; whereas we 
shall cite testimonies from his writings, such as most plainly 
establish the co-eternal existence of the Word or Son of 
God, with His Father. A remarkable passage of this kind 
occurs in that Apology which is called the first in the com- 
mon editions. In it Justin" thus writes concerning God the 
Father and the Son; “ But to the Father of all things, inas- 
much as He is unbegotten, no name is given’, for by whatso- 
ever name [any one] is called he hath one older than him- 
self, who hath given him the name; but the words Father, and 
God, and Creator, and Lord, and Master, are not names?, but 
appellations® derived from His benefits and His works. His 
Son, on the other hand, who alone is properly called Son, 
the Word, who before all created things was both in being 
with Him and begotten [of Him], when‘°® in the beginning 
He created and set in order all things through Him, is, on 
the one hand called Christ, because He hath been anointed, 
and God set in order all things through Him; a name which 
itself also includes an unknown® meaning; just in the same 
way as the appellation God is not a name, but an idea * im- 


» Syoua St Te wdyTwy warp) Berdy, 
dyevrtre byri, ob Ext. & yap by nai 
évduat: mpooayopevnrat, mxpecBtrepov 
Exe: roy Oépevov 7d Svoua. 7d 8 xarhp, 
nat @eds, ral xriorns, ral xbpios, Kal 
Seoxdrns obx dvdpard éoriv, BAX’ ek 
Tay ebroiay nal ray Epywy xpocpheets. 
5 5t vids éxelvou, 6 pdvos Aeyduevos Ku- 
plws vids, 5 Adyos mpd Tay xwoinudroy 
kal ouvdey nal yevvduevos, Sri [ dre, 
edd.] thy apxhy 8? abrot wdyra Exrice 
kal éxdopnoe, Xpiotds piv, xard Td 


kexploOa, nal xocpijca: ta wdvra 3’ 
abrou Toy Gedy, Adyerar’ Svoua kal abrd 
weplexov &yvworor onuaclay: dy rpé- 
wov Kal rd Gels xpocaydéperpa ove 
Svopd eoriw, AAA mepdyparos Suacetn- 
vhrov tupuros th pioe- rév dvOpdrev 
8dta. “Inoots 8t kal dvyOpdwou na) ow- 
Tipos Svoua kad onpaciay exet.—p. 44. 
[ Apol. ii. 6. p. 92.] 

° [See Grabe’s annotations on this 
passage.—B. (In the Appendix. )]} 


setting forth the co-eternity of the Son. 403 


planted in the nature of man, of something that cannot be s0ox mr. 
expressed in language; and on the other hand Jesus has the ir 12 
name and signification of both man and Saviour.” In these Justin M. 
words Justin teaches that there is properly no name belong- [512] 
ing to God the Father and the Son, but that certain appella- . 
tions only, derived from Their benefits and Their works, are 
assigned to them by us. And the reason which he gives for 
this assertion is this; that God the Father is unbegotten 
and eternal, and that the Son is co-existent with Him as His 
Word, and consequently that neither of Them has any one 
existing prior to Himself', to give Him a name. Moreover ' se anti- 
Justin assigns the name of Christ to His godhead, as though, °°" 
that is, the Word and Son of God, being co-existent with God 
the Father, and begotten? of Him from everlasting, (as being, ? nascens. 
that is, the eternal brightness of eternal light,) obtained the 
name Christ at the time when the Father through Him 
formed? and ordered all things. I do not indeed venture to $ confor- 
maintain this etymology of the name Christ; but I adduce ™’°™ 
the passage to illustrate Justin’s view respecting the di- 
vine, eternal, and (if I may so call it) unnameable*‘ nature of ‘ innomi-— 
Christ. There are, however, other of the ancients who re- ™*™ 
ferred the appellation Christ to His divine nature; the pres- 
byter Caius, for instance, in Photius, cod, 48, and Gregory 
Nazianzen in his thirty-sixth oration?. 

2. But these words of Justin, which we have cited out of 
his Apology to the emperors, will receive clearer light by 
comparing them with a remarkable passage in his Horta- 
tory Address to the Greeks, where Justin, wishing to shew 
that Plato learned his [doctrine of the] ro dv (That which 
Is) from Moses, thus argues4; “For having heard in Egypt 
that God had said to Moses, ‘I am He that Is,’ when He 
was about to send him to the Hebrews, he knew that God 
did not declare to him any proper name of Himself. For it 
is not possible that any name can be applied in its proper 
sense’ in the case of God ; for names are applied to designate © xvupiodc- 
and distinguish their subjects, which are many and various ; 7” 


P (Orat. xxx. 21. p. 555.] Svopna éavrod 6 @eds xpds abrdy Ey. od- 
9 axnrods yap ey Alytrrm roy Gedy Sy yap Svoua ex) @eod Kupioroyeicbat 
Te Modof elpneéva, ’Eyd elu 6 dv, B8uvardy. ra yap dvopara els ShAworww Kah 
bwnvlea xpds rods ‘EBpalous abrov axo- didyvwow Tov broKemmévwy Keira Rpay- 
ordAAew EpedrAey, tyvw Sr: od Kbpioy drow, rOAAGY kal diapdpwy ByTay. Cag 
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but in the case of God there was no one previously existing 
to give a name to Him, nor did He think it needful to give a 
name to Himself, being One and Alone; as He Himself also 
testifies by His own prophets, saying, ‘I am God, the First, 


1 ya wera and I am the Last’, and besides Me there is no other God.’ 


2 rivds 
peroxas. 


[514] 


‘ apud. 


5 nascens. 


6 6 del. 


Wherefore, as I said before, God, in sending Moses to the 
Hebrews, made mention of no name; but by a certain parti- 
ciple? (6 dv) mystically teaches that He is the one and only 
God, saying, ‘I am He that Is.’”” And what the force of this 
participle, whereby God, who has no proper name, designated 
Himself to Moses, is, Justin afterwards most plainly states. 
For after stating that the 6 dv (He that Is) of Moses is just 
the same as the 7d év (That which Is) of Plato, he subjoins’, 
“and each of these expressions is evidently suitable to the 
ever-existent God, for He alone is He that ever Is (6 dei 
dv).”” Now Justin himself, in his Dialogue with Trypho, ear- 
nestly contends* that it was the Son of God who appeared 
to Moses from* the bush, and said, ‘I am He that Is.’ The 
fact is, That appellation of God in the book of* Moses, “I 
am He that Is,” equally belongs to God the Father and the 
Son, as one God, saving always the distinction of Persons. 
This is admirably explained by Justin, in the passage which 
was first quoted from his Apology, in this way; God the 
Father is He that Is, as ever existing of Himself; while the 
Son is He that Is, as being co-eristent with the Father, and 
everlastingly Jegotten® of Him. But in other passages the 
Son of God is expressly called by Justin “ He that ever ex- 
ists®,’ I mean in his epistle to Diognetus, near the end'; 
where the Christian philosopher thus speaks concerning God 
the Son being sent into the world by God the Father; 
“«.... who being accounted faithful by Him, came to know 
the mysteries of the Father. For this cause He sent His: 


8¢ obre 5 TiOels Bvopa xpoiwiipxer, obre 
abrds éaurdy dvoudfew @hOn deiv, efs 
kal pdvos tmdpxwv’ &s wal abrds dd 
tay éauToU KpopynTay papTupeE:, Aéywr, 
*Ey& Geds mpwros, kal Eya werd Taira, 
kal wAhy éuot @eds Erepos odk Fort. 
8: rovro Tolvuy, ws nal wpdrepov epny, 
obdt dvduaros tivds 6 Geds &wooTéAAwy 
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renet. ad Grecos, p. 19.[§ 20. p. 21.] 
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a 282. [§ 59. p. 156.] See also Apol. 
ii. pp. 95, 96. [Apol. i. 63. p. 81.] 
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Word, that He might be manifested to the world; who having soox mr. 


been dishonoured by the people, [and] preached by Apostles, h2. 3. 


was believed on by Gentiles. This is He who was from the 77 a 
beginning, who has appeared [as] recent, and being found 
wee ee 2 ig evermore being born new in the hearts of saints. 
This is He that ever exists, being this day accounted Son.’” 
The real meaning of this passage, if I mistake not, is as 
follows; The Son of God has certain new and recent nativi- 
ties, as it were, (for He was first born to the world when He 
came‘forth from the Father for the creation of all things; 
He was a second time born in a wonderful manner, when [515] 
He descended into the womb of the most holy Virgin, and 
was most closely united to His own creature, as Irenzeus ex- 
presses it*, and was brought forth of the Virgin herself into 
the light of this world; and, lastly, He is being daily born 
in the hearts of the godly, who embrace Him by faith and 
charity ;) still He was never in reality new or recent, but 
always and from everlasting hath existed as the Son of God 
the Father. For with this passage there ought by all means 
to be compared another of Justin in the Dialogue with Try- 
pho; where, on those words of God the Father [spoken] 
through David, “Thou art My Son, this day have I begotten 
Thee,” he makes this comment’; “ Affirming that His gene- 
ration then took place! unto men, from the time that the ! yivecda. 
knowledge of Him was about to take place?.” But here the * yivecoa. 
reader will observe with me in passing, that in the first words 
of the passage which has been cited from the epistle to Diog- 
netus, Justin manifestly alludes to the celebrated passage of 
Paul, the last verse of 1 Tim. iii., and that he interprets it 
of the Son of God incarnate, just as modern Catholics do. 
Compare the passage of Hermas which we have quoted above, 
book ii. 2, 3%. 

3. But it is now time to wipe off the calumnies with which 
Sandius®* hath aspersed this most learned writer and most 


Aaov ariuacbels, 5:0 dmoor drwy KnpUX- 
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* Unitum suo plasmati.—T[ TIren., lib. 
iii. c. 18. 1. p. 109. 
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* Enucl. Hist. Eccles, p. 77. 
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holy martyr. He says that Justin taught “that there was 
a time when that which is begotten did not exist; (than 
which,” he says, “what comes nearer to the trite saying 
of the Arians, ‘there was a time when the Son was not ?’) 
that ‘ begotten’ and ‘made’ do not differ in reality, but only 
in word ; for every thing which is begotten is made, and vice 
versa.’ But from this and from many other indications it 
appears that Sandius has cited testimonies of the ancients 
either without any judgment, or in despite of conscience’. 
For first, he has taken the latter statement, “ that ‘ begotten’ 
and ‘made’ do not differ in reality,” from the Questions and 
Answers to the Greeks” ; a work, which by the consent of all 
the learned, as Sandius‘ himself intimates, is decided not to 
be Justin’s. The former words, “there was a time when 
that which is begotten did not exist,” are found only in the 
Confutation of the Opinions of Aristotle, chap. 20; a work 
which by the generality of learned men is rejected as spu- 
rious. See Rivet, Crit. Sac. ii. 5. But then (and this is the 
chief point) neither of these passages makes any thing for 
the purpose of Sandius; for in both of them the author, 
whoever he was, is not treating of the Son of God, but is 
disputing against philosophers who asserted the eternity of 
the world. Against these he contends with the following 
argument, The world is begotten and made (vyevyntos xat dn- 
poupyntos)—for he uses these words promiscuously, accord- 
ing to the custom of the Greeks—therefore there was a time 
when the world was not. Certainly all this is nothing to the 
purpose. And this will be sufficient respecting Justin. 

4, Irenseus comes next; and him indeed we but now 
heard‘, together with Ignatius, openly assailing the Gnostics 
who denied the eternity of the Word. To what we there 
adduced may be added also the following clear testimonies 
of Irenzus, In book iti. c. 20°, he thus writes respecting 
the eternal existence of the Son; “ All their contradiction is 
excluded who say, ‘If then Christ was born at that time, it 
follows that He did not exist before ;’ for we have shewn that 
the Son of God did not then begin to be, [who was] EVER 


» p. 189. e Exclusa est omnis contradictio di- 
* De Vet. Script. Eccles., p. 20. centium, Si ergo tunc natus est, non erat 
¢ See this book, c. 1. § 15. [p. 398.] ergo ante Christus; ostendimus enim, 
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EXISTING with the Father; but when He became incarnate soox 11. 
and was made man, He summed up in Himself the length- % 35. 
ened series' of mankind, procuring salvation for us [as] in [genus 
epitome.” Parallel to this is what he had said in book ii. ' exposi- 
chap. 55, at its conclusion’; “The Son, EVER CO-EXISTENT "T517] 
with the Father, of old and from the beginning is ever re- 
vealing the Father.’ But Irenzeus declares the eternity of 
the Son most openly in the forty-third chapter of the same 
book, where he beats down the Gnostics’ proud and arro- 
gant profession of knowledge, by drawing a comparison be- 
tween man and the Word or Son of God. We quoted the 
entire passage before®, when treating of another point, and 
therefore shall here recite only a part of it, according as our 
present purpose requires"; ‘For thou art not,” he says, 
‘‘uncreated, O man, NOR WAST THOU ALWAYS CO-EXISTENT 
witH Gop, LIKE His own Worp; but on account of His 
eminent goodness now receiving a beginning of created ex- 
istence, thou art gradually learning from the Word the dis- 
pensations of God who made thee',” This was the un- 
varying doctrine of Irenzus. For I will venture to pledge 
myself that if you read over all his books with care, you will 
not find one iota opposed to the co-eternity of the Son; I 
cannot therefore sufficiently express my wonder at the effron- 
tery of Sandius and others, who have unblushingly classed 
even Irenzus himself amongst the arianizing fathers. 

_ §. Clement of Alexandria must be placed next to Irenzus ; Chun 

he also repeatedly and most openly declares the eternity of 4¢=* 

the Son; thus in his Exhortation to the Gentiles* he says, 

“This Jesus is eternal, [being] one, the great High-Priest of 

[Him who is] one God, and also His Father.” At the end 

of his Pedagogus (in a passage which we have quoted above! 


quia non tunc ceepit Filius Dei, Exts- 
TENS SEMPER apud Patrem; sed quan- 
do incarnatus est et homo factus, lon- 
gam hominum expositionem in seipso 
recapitulavit, in compendio nobis salu- 
tem prestans.—[c. 18. 1. p. 209. ] 

* SEMPER autem COEXISTENS Filius 
Patri olim et ab initio semper revelat 
Patrem.—[ce. 30, 9. p. 163. 

, ” above, book ii. ch. 5. § 5. [p. 
167. 

h Non enim infectus es, O homo, NE- 
QUE SEMPER COEXISTEBAS DEO, SICUT 


PROPRIUM EJUS VERBUM ; sed propter 
eminentem bonitatem ejus nunc ini- 
tium facture accipiens, sensim discis 
a Verbo dispositiones Dei qui te fecit. 
—fe: 25, 3. p. 153.} 

r (This passage is more fully ex- 
plained and defended in the Reply to 
G. Clerke, § 10.] 
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in full) he says that the Father and the Son are one God, 
“through Whom is eternity,” (8 8» To del,) a statement 
which is not true, unless the Son Himself, equally with the 
Father, be eternal. Moreover at the end of the Pedagogus is 
subjoined a Hymn of St. Clement to Christ, which, although 
omitted in some manuscripts, is found in the greater num- 
ber, and was certainly added by Clement himself, as is most 
evident from the concluding words of the Pedagogus™. In 
this hymn, besides other divine attributes ascribed to Christ, 
His eternity also is magnificently set forth in the following 
words? ; 


Aoyos aévaos, Word everlasting, 
Aiwv dtXetos, Age unbounded, 
Dos ald.ov. Light eternal. 


This hymn, however, seems to me to have been taken by 
Clement from the sacred songs used in the primitive Church, 
or, at least, to have been composed in imitation of them. 
Respecting these psalms there is a remarkable passage .of 
Caius, in Eusebius, H. E. v. 28. Artemon had shamelessly 
enough objected that the doctrine of the eternity of the Son 
was not received in the Church before the time of Victor. 
Caius, in reply, makes this statement amongst others, “ All 
the psalms and songs of the brethren, written by the faithful 
from the beginning, celebrate Christ the Word of God, setting 
forth His divinity°!.” Respecting the same hymns Pliny also, 
in a letter to Trajan, Epist., lib. x. 97, makes this statement 
from the confession of Christians who had apostatized ; “And 
they affirmed that this was the sum of their fault, or error, 
that they were accustomed to meet on a fixed day, before it 
was light, and to sing by course, one with another’, a hymn 
to Christ as God.” That is to say, in the very age of the 
Apostles the eternal and divine majesty of the Son used to 
be celebrated by the faithful, even in their public liturgy; 
as also (God be praised) it is at the present day; yea, and 
will be (I certainly foretell) even to the end of the world, in 


m p. 267. [p. 812.] yov Tov @eod roy Xpicrdby Suvodor Geo- 

© (This hymn, as every one must Aovyouvres.—[Euseb. E. H. v. 28. See 
see, is to be thrown into an anapestic also vii. 24. p. 350; and 80. p. 362. 
system.—B. } Dr. Routh (Rel. Sacr., vol. ii, p. 8) 
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spite of the vain efforts to the contrary, of Socinians, Arians, 800x 11. 

and all other maintainers of what the same Caius calls the "§ 5,6. 

** God-denying apostasy”.” But I return to Clement. Clem. 
6. There is a famous passage of his on the infinity and 44®* 

eternity of the Son in the fourth book of his Stromata‘; “ He 

is,” he says, “beyond explanation’ as regards the idea of each ! arapéu- 

one of His powers; and indeed, the Son is not absolutely’ S brey vie, 

one [thing] as one [thing’], nor many [things] as parts‘, but 5 ¢, ds ey. 

one [thing] as all [things®], whence also He is all [things]. ‘ xoAaa ds 

For He, the same, is the cycle of all powers, rolled up and; ‘oe dvre 

united into one [thing*]; on this account the Word is called *. 

Alpha and Omega, of whom alone the end proves to be a be- 190 

ginning, and [who] ends again in’ the original® beginning, , , ah 

having no interval’ anywhere.” These words, notwithstanding * éywéev. 

some obscure statements, yet seem to contain the following "S4o700u. 

plain meaning; In the existence of the Son there is no inter- 

val!°, there never was a time when He was not, nor will there * distantia. 

ever be a time when He will not be; but He Himself is like 

a circle, infinite, having neither beginning nor end. But in 

Strom. vii.’ does this same Clement most openly acknowledge 

the eternal existence of the Son; for not far from the opening 

of that book he expressly calls the Son of God, ‘‘the begin- [520] 

ning and the first-fruit”’ of all things that exist, without time " dpxiyv nal 

and without beginning.” Again, in the same book, two pages rapxiy. 

after, he proves that Christ the Lord is the common Saviour 

of all who are willing to be saved, from this, that neither 

want of power nor envy is a hindrance to His procuring the 

salvation of man; not want of power, because none but the 

Father could hinder Him, whose power and will is one with 

His own; not envy, because to Him, as being impassible 

and eternal, an affection of that kind is not incident: these 

are his words*; “ Neither could the Lord of all ever be hin- 

dered by any other, and that especially as He ministers to 
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the will of the good and Almighty Father; neither yet does 
envy affect the Lord, who without any beginning was made 
impassible.” Thus speaks Clement, and this was his uniform 
teaching, nor in his genuine writings does there occur any 
thing inconsistent with it. 

7. Now when I look back upon the four witnesses who 
have been already cited, in this and in the preceding chapter, 
Ignatius, Justin, Ireneus and Clement of Alexandria, and 
when I reflect of what character and how great they were, I 
seem to myself to have sufficiently established the eternity 
of the Son by the authority of the ancients, even though 
I were not able to bring forward any thing from the re- 
maining fathers in proof of our position: for Ignatius was a 
hearer of the Apostles themselves, especially of St. John, who 
seems to have been kept alive after all the other Apostles, 
by the divine counsel, that he might maintain the divinity of 
Christ against the heresies that were springing up. Justin 
received the crown of martyrdom some years before Polycarp 
finished his course; whence also in his epistle to Diognetus, 
he calls himself, as we have above observed‘, “a disciple of 
the Apostles,” (that is to say, of those of the lower order, the 
teachers who were appointed in the Church by the original 
Apostles themselves). Irenzeus professes himself [to have 
been] a hearer of Polycarp, who also himself had derived 
his theology from St.John. Lastly, Clement of Alexandria 
gloried in the far-famed Pantzenus as his master, who, after 
Bartholomew, was the apostle of the Indians; and who also 
himself, as certain of the ancients say, had been a disciple of 
the Apostles, and at any rate, it is certain, had lived with 
apostolic men. But God be praised, we are not reduced to 
such straits; there still remains a cloud of witnesses, and 
they catholic teachers prior to the synod of Nice, who have 
delivered in their writings the self-same doctrine respecting 
the eternity of the Son. Their evidence we shall produce 
in order. 


part Tlarpds. &AXN’ ob8t Awrera: tod alleged as an argument that the Epi- 
Kuplov dxabois avdpxws yevouevov p0d- stle to Diognetus was not written by 
vos, ri 703. [p. 832. ] Justin Martyr. ] 

. 8 [p. 52. This passage is 


CHAPTER III. 


VERY CLEAR TESTIMONIES OF ORIGEN RESPECTING THE CO-ETERNITY 
OF THE SON ADDUCED. 


193 
[525] 


1. Arter Clement of Alexandria, the master, comes the soox 11. 
disciple, Origen. And though he is almost the only one of “44.” 
the Antenicene fathers whom Jerome and others have ac- Onicen. _ 
cused of the contrary error, yet does he throughout set forth 
the eternity of the Son in words clearer than the sun. Thus 
in the fifth book of his work against Celsus he calls the Wis- 
dom of God, by which in this place he evidently means the 
Son of God, “"the brightness of the everlasting light.” Now 
the brightness of the everlasting light must itself be ever- 
lasting; and that this was what Origen actually meant by 
this simile is clear from his other writings. There is a re- 
markable passage of his which Athanasius quotes in his trea- 
tise on the decrees of the council of Nice*; “If,” says he, 
‘the Son is an image of the invisible God, it is an invisible 
image; but I would make bold to add that, as being also a 
likeness of the Father, there is not a time when He was not. 
For when had not God, who, according to St. John, is called 
light, (‘For God [says he] is light,’) the. brightness! of His ' [&xav- 
own glory? that any one should presume to ascribe a begin- Béens. ny. 
ning of existence to the Son, as if before He was not. And Heb. i. 3.) 
when did not that image of the Father’s ineffable, and name- 
less, and unutterable hypostasis, the express Image?, the ?[xapaxrhp 
Word, who knoweth the Father, not exist? For let him mis Oro 
who dares to say, There was a time when the Son was not, Heb.i. 3.] 
well understand that he is saying this also, once Wisdom 
was not, and Word’ was not, and Life was not.” A parallel 5 Adyos, 
passage to this from Origen is added in the same place by Ratio 


[526] 


© dwravyacua mwrds didlov.—p. 238. 
[§ 10. p. 584.) 

- Cory eixay TOU @cod Tov aopd- 
Tou, ros eikéy. ey 5t TroAuhoas 
ede al ay, Sri wal éuoidrns Tuyxd- 
voy Tov Narpds, ov« tor 8re ob jy. 
adre yap 6 @eds, 6 xara roy "lwdvyny 
pas Aeyduevos, (6 @eds yap pas ori, ) 
a&ravyacpa oun elxe tis idlas Bdins; 


tva ToAuhoas wis apxhy 3G elvas viod, 
xpérepov ovx bvros. wére St H THs ap- 
phrov wal daTovouaorou wal &pbéyxrov 
droordoews Tov Marpbs eixwy, 6 yapar- 
Thp Adyos, 6 ywdoKkwy Toy mdrepa, obK 
hv; xaravoelrw yap & roAua@y nad A€- 
yw, hv wore Sre ovx iv 6 vids, 87s épe? 
kal rd, coola mote ovK hy, Kal Adyos 
ovK iy, kat Cwh od Fy... AX’ ov 
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412 Extracts from Origen in Athanasius ; Petavius’ objection ; 


Athanasius, to the following effect; “ But it is not nght nor 
without danger, by reason of our weakness, to deprive God, 
so far as in us lies, of the Only-begotten Word, who ever ex- 
isteth with Him, being Wisdom, in which He rejoiced. For 
in that case He will be conceived of as not always rejoicing.” 

2. Now what reply does Petavius’, most unfair alike as 
the accuser and as the judge of Origen, make to these most 
express passages? ‘ They are,” says he, “indeed wonderful, 
and if any other person than Athanasius had avouched that 
such passages were written by Origen, it would certainly have 
been no unreasonable suspicion that they had been an in- 
terpolation in his works by some Catholics.” He then adds 
a reason for this truly wonderful assertion; “ For he uses 
precisely the same arguments as those by which the ancient 
fathers were accustomed to refute the dogma of Arius, and 
that impious saying of his, #v wrote oré ovx Hv, ‘There was a 
time when He was not.’” This reason however, is of little 
weight, and hardly worthy of a man versed in the works 
of the ancients, as Petavius was. For I have already proved 
above that the blasphemy of Arius, whereby he asserted 
that there was a time when the Word or Son of God was 
not, was first put forth by the Gnostics, who infested the 
Church even in the time of the Apostles, and whose progeny 
continued until the days of Origen, and long after. Further, 
inasmuch as the heresy of Noetus (which afterwards was 
that of Sabellius,) began to put forth its strength most of all 
in the age of Origen; it is exceedingly likely, that many 
at that time, not knowing how to avoid extremes, in their 
attempts to escape one danger, fell into the opposite; and in 
order to avoid being obliged to acknowledge the Son to be 
the same person as the Father, with those heretics, willingly 


embraced a diametrically opposite heresy, distinguishing the 


Son from the Father in such a way as to say that He was 
alien from the substance of the Father and a mere creature, 
which had at a certain time’ received a beginning of existence 
from God the Father, out of nothing’. Hence also other 
catholic fathers, who were contemporary with Origen, have 
Buss eorlv, ovde axlyduvoy, 3a Thy F xpooréxaiper’ obrw yap obdt ded xal- 
dobéveray judy 7d, dcov ed’ jyuiv, dxo- pwv vonOhoerat.—tom. 1. p. 277. [§ 27. 


otepetcOa Tov Gedy Tov del cuvdyros vol. i. p. 233. ] 
abr@ Adyou povoyevuus, aoplas bvtos, Y De Trin. i, 4. 6, 


Further evidences of Origen’s belief. 413 


in their undoubted writings stated this same dictum of the soox m. 
Arians, in express terms, and refuted it by the same argu- “sy. 
ments as Origen had used. I would especially name Dionysius Oxgicen. - 
of Rome, and Dionysius of Alexandria, whose testimonies we ' in termi- 
shall adduce in their proper places. Lastly, Tertullian, who solet, t dict 
was earlier than Origen, if you look to his words [only], [528] 
taught the same as Arius, in his book against Hermogenes?, 

where he says, that “there was a time when the Son was 

not,”’ which passage we shall examine® hereafter. In the 
meantime I return to Origen, who, in very many other pas- 

sages, expressly professes his faith respecting the co-eternal 
existence of the Son with the Father. It may be sufficient, 
however, to add to those which we have already given, a re- 
markable testimony of his on this point, which is extant in 

his first tome on John”; where, explaining the passage of Da- 

vid in the second Psalm, “Thou art My Son, this day have I 
begotten Thee,” he thus speaks; “It is said to Him by that 

God, with whom it always is to-day ; for of God there is no 
evening, nor yet, as I suppose, is there morning; but the 

time (if I may so say,) which extends along and together with? ? cvpwap- 
His unoriginated and eternal life, is with Him to-day, in“ °""” 
which day the Son was begotten; there being thus found 

no beginning of His generation, as neither of that day.” 
Whoever wishes to read more out of Origen on the eternity 

of the Son, should consult Pamphilus’s Apology for him. 

This one thing only I will add, in conclusion, as worthy of 
observation; that Socrates, who was a man of the greatest 
integrity and well versed in the writings of Origen, expressly 

testifies that this voluminous writer’ in his works uniformly 8 woatypa- 
asserted the co-eternity of the Son. For in book vii. chap. 7 70° 
6. of his Ecclesiastical History, after declaring his astonish- [529] 
ment that Timothy, a most attentive student of Origen, 

could have persisted in the Arian heresy, he gives this reason 

for his astonishment‘; ‘Origen every where confesses that 

the Son is co-eternal with the Father.” 


* [c. 3. p. 234. ] 

* Chap. x. § 2 and 4 of this book. 

> Adyera: pbs abrdy bwd Tod @cod, 
@ del dort rd ohpepov’ ob &u yap éo- 
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vir Kal didip abrod Swi, ty ofrws 


elxw, xpdvos, Nucpa éarly a’rq ohuepoy, 
ey h yeyévynra 6 ulds* dpxiis yevérecs 
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THs Nuépas.—Ed, Huet. p. 31. [§ 32. 
vol. iv. p. 33.] 
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414 Petavius, that Origen held the eternity of things created ; 


3. But at last Petavius’ endeavours to weaken these clear 
testimonies of Origen to the eternity of the Son, in this way; 
“ These things,” he says, “are indeed of force against the 
Arians and the sacrilegious formula of Arius, which asserted 
that there was a time when the Son was not; but they do 
not amount to an affirmation of the consubstantiality. For 
Origen was of opinion that the creatures also existed from 
eternity with God; forasmuch as otherwise the Father could 
not have been Creator, nor Almighty, that is, the holder of 
all things’ from eternity; but this [attribute] would have 


) accrued to Him in time; which doctrine we even at this day 


read expressed by Origen, in the first book Peri Archon.” 
Thus writes Petavius. I might however allege that the text 
of Origen in the first book Peri Archon has been corrupted, or 
that Origen, in what he there writes respecting the eternity 
of the creatures, either reported the sentiments of others, or 
proposed it (as he was in the habit of doing) as a mere con- 
jecture of his own, without asserting it as a doctrine; and 
this latter supposition will readily be believed by any one 
who shall have weighed the context of the passage entire. 
I might also have adduced many places in which the true 
Origen plainly teaches that the very primal matter of the 
universe was created by God, from a definite’ beginning, and 
that out of nothing. At all events that dissertation which is 
contained in the twenty-third® chapter of the Philocalia, is 
professedly directed against the error of those who asserted 
that matter is co-eternal with God. Now, that this chapter 
is really extracted from a genuine dialogue of Origen against 
the Marcionites, is attested by two most credible authors, 
Basil the Great, and Gregory Nazianzen ;—men whom we 
ought to believe in preference to Huet, although he be a 
most learned man; especially since in charging very great 
men with errors he has himself fallen into manifest error, 
as we have clearly shewn elsewhere. Besides, it was a very 
well known doctrine of Origen, that the Son of God was be- 
gotten of the Father before all creatures, and was therefore 
more ancient than they; thus, (to omit a thousand other 
passages,) in the fifth book against Celsus‘, he says; ‘For. 


$ De Trin. i. 4. 7. ‘5 ydp rod @eot vids, 5 mpwrdéroxos 
e (Ed. Paris. 1618. cap. 24, ed. Can- mwdons xricews, el nat vewor) évnvOpe- 
tab. 1658. } annévat Sokev, ddr’ obrs ye 31a Tovro 


the fact questioned, and the inference from it denied. 415 
the Son of God, the first-born of every creature’, although soox m. 


He seemed to have recently become man, yet is He by no %'3"4"" 
means on this account recent; for the Holy Scriptures re- Oaicsn. 
cognise Him to be more ancient than all the creatures.” ! xpeci- 
Now how can this be consistent with the view which makes tostiorem. 
the creature to have existed from eternity with God. 

4. But, suppose we grant to Petavius that Origen’s ge- 
nuine doctrine is stated in the passage which has been 
quoted from the first book Peri Archon, it is still certain 
that a very wide distinction is there made by him between 
the Son of God and the creatures; for he teaches that the 
creatures were from eternity with God, as made by Him; 
but that the Son existed with God from eternity as begotten 
of Him, and, further, as His Only-begotten. He teaches 
that the creatures were from eternity subject to God as their 
Lord, but that the Son exercised power? over them from eter- 195 
nity, as one God, Lord, King and Prince with the Father, ? potenta- 
with one and the same omnipotence. Lastly, in the same Toauitar 
passage he distinguishes the Son of God from every created interpres.) 
nature, in such wise as expressly to teach that the one ad- [531] 
mits of change and alteration, but that the Other is wholly 
unchangeable and unalterable; and that the glory of the 
One is most pure and clear, that of the other neither pure 
nor clear; and lastly, that justice, wisdom, and other vir- 
tues are mere accidents in created beings, but in the Son of 
God (as also in God the Father) they are His very essence. 
These, reader, are the very words of the passage from which 
Petavius constructs his calumnious charge against Origen. 
In the second chapter of his first book Pert Archon, in ex- 
plaining the words of the author of the Book entitled the 
Wisdom of Solomon, who says, touching the Wisdom of God, 
that it is “the breath of the power of God, and a most pure 
effluence of the glory of the Almighty,” [c. vu. 25;] he thus 
writes’; ‘As one cannot be a father if there be not a son, 
nor can one be a lord without a possession, or without a 
servant, so God cannot be called almighty even, if there be 


véos dori. xpeoBtraroy yap abroy wdy- esse quis, si filius non sit, neque do- 
Twv ray Snuoupynudrwy Yoacw of Getoe minus quis esse potest sine posses- 
Adéyou.—p. 257. [§ 37. p. 606. ] sione, sine servo; ita ne omnipotens 

§ Quemadmodum pater non potest quidem Deus dici potest, si non sint 


416 Words which seem to teach the eternity of created beings. 


on THE not those over whom He may exercise power; and therefore 
cory op if order that God may be shewn to be almighty it is necessary 
tHe son. that all things should be subsisting. For if any one will have 
it, that there elapsed any ages or spaces, or by whatever other 

name he will call them, during which the things which have 

been created had not yet been created, he will unquestionably 

prove this, that in those ages or spaces God was not almighty, 

but afterwards became almighty, from the time that He be- 


gan to possess those over whom to exercise power, and by this 


‘for “ad- means He will seem to have received a certain perfection’, 

Ben} ed. and to have progressed from an inferior state to a better; see- 

ing that it is not doubted that for Him to be almighty is bet- 

ter than not to be so. And how will it not then seem absurd 

[532] that, when God [once] had not some of those things which it 

was yet seemly that He should have, He should, in process of 

time, by a kind of advancement, come to have them? But 

if there never was a time when He was not almighty, those 

things also must necessarily be subsisting by means of which 

He is called almighty, and He must always have had those 

things upon which to exercise power, things to be governed 

[Wisd. by Him as King or Prince. But inasmuch as he has said 
Vi. e 


that there is a glory of the Almighty, of which glory Wisdom 
is the effluence, we are hereby given to understand that even 
2[orglory in the omnipotence of glory’, through which God is called 
ofommP” Almighty, Wisdom is associated. For by Wisdom, which is 


tence,’ 
ed. Ben. 


in quos exerceat potentatum; et ideo 
ut omnipotens ostendatur Deus, omnia 
subsistere necesse est. 


do non omnipotens fuerit, necessario 
subsistere oportet etiam ea per que 


Nam si quis 
est qui velit, vel szcula aliqua, vel 
spatia transisse, vel quodcumaue aliud 
nominare vult, cum nondum facta es- 
sent, que facta sunt; sine dubio hoc 
ostendet, quod in illis szeculis vel spa- 
tiis omnipotens non erat Deus, et post- 
modum omnipotens factus est, ex quo 
habere ccepit in quos ageret potenta- 
tum ; et per hoc videbitur perfectio- 
nem quandam [profectum quemdam, ed. 
Bened.] accepisse, et ex inferioribus 
ad meliora venisse. Siquidem melius 
esse non dubitatur, esse eum omnipo- 
tentem quam non esse. Et quomodo 
non videbitur absurdum, ut cum non 
haberet aliquid ex his Deus, que eum 
habere dignum erat, postmodum per 
profectum quemdam in hoc venerit ut 
haberet? Quod si nunquam est quan- 


omnipotens dicitur, et semper habuerit 
in quibus exercuerit potentatum, et 
que fuerint ab ipso vel Rege vel Prin- 
cipe moderata. [The Greek of a por- 
tion of this passage is preserved; it is 
as follows; was 3¢ ox &roxoy 7d, ph 
exovrd Ti Tay xperdytwy arg Tov Gedy, 
eis 7d Exe €AnrvOdvar; éwel 35t obe 
tori re wayvroxpdtwp ob Fy, ded elvat 
def tavra 3° & wavronpdtwp earl: xa. 
del hv om’ abrod Kparotueva, &pxovri ab- 
T? xpépeva.]... Sed quoniam gloriam 
dixit esse omnipotentis, cujus gloris 
aporrhoea est Sapientia, hoc intelligi, 
datur, quod etiam in omnipotentia glo- 
riz [omnipotentia gloria, ed. Ben.] 
societatem habeat Sapientia, per quam 
Deus omnipotens dicitur. Per Sapien- 
tiam enim, que est Christus, tenet Deus 
omnium potentatum, non solum do- 


All the attributes of the Father belong to the Son. 


417 


Christ, God possesses power over all, not only by the autho- soo« 11. 
rity of a sovereign', but by the spontaneous service? of those 
that are subject [to Him.] Now twat you MAY KNOW Onicen. 

THAT THE OMNIPOTENCE OF THE FATHER AND OF THE SON Is? dominan- 
ONE AND THE SAME, AS HE IS ONE AND THE SAME GOD AND > Emulatu. 
Lorp witH THE FatuHeEr, hear John in the Apocalypse speak- 
ing on this wise, ‘These things saith the Lord God’, which ° [Apoc. i. 


CHAP. III. 
§ 3, 4. 


Kupios 


is, and which was, and which is to come, the Almighty.’ For jen’ ie 
He which is to come, who is He but Christ? And as no ‘ead by 


modern 


one ought to be offended, that the Father being God, the editors of 
Saviour likewise is God; so, also, the Father being called 
Almighty, no one ought to be offended that the Son of 
God likewise is called Almighty. For so that will be true 
which He Himself says unto the Father, ‘ All that is Mine* 
is Thine, and Thine is Mine, and I am glorified there- ‘omnia 


in °,’ 


Moreover it is fitly said, ‘the most pure and most 


the Greek 
text. ] 


mea, &c. 
5 in eis. 


clear glory of Wisdom,’ to distinguish it from that glory w.4 yi 
which is not called glory purely and without alloy. But as 25. 

to every nature which admits of change and alteration, even 
though it be glorified in works of righteousness or of wis- 
dom, still from this very circumstance, that it has righteous- 
ness or wisdom as an accident, and that what is an acci- 
dent may also cease to be attached®, its glory cannot be ® decidere 
unalloyed and most clear. But the wisdom of God, which P°** 
is His only-begotten Son, 1nasmMucH as HE Is IN ALL 
THINGS UNCHANGEABLE AND UNALTERABLE, AND IN HIM ALL 
GOOD EXISTS AS SUBSTANCE’!, which plainly is not at any 


minantis auctoritate, verum etiam sub- 
jectorum spontaneo famulatu. UT au- 
TEM UNAM ET EAMDEM OMNIPOTEN- 
TIAM PatrRis Ac FILII ESSE COGNOS- 
CAS, SICUT UNUS ATQUE IDEM EST CUM 
PatreE Devs et Dominus, audi hoc 
modo Joannem in Apocalypsi dicen- 
tem, Hec dicit Dominus Deus, qui est, 
et qui erat, et qui venturus est, omnipo- 
tens. Qui enim venturus est, quis est 
alius nisi Christus? et sicut nemo de- 
bet offendi cum Deus sit Pater, quod 
etiam Salvator est Deus; ita et cum 
omnipotens dicitur Pater, etiam nullus 
debet offendi, quod etiam Filius Dei 
omnipotens dicitur. Hoc modo nam- 
que verum erit illud, quod ipse dicit ad 
Patrem, quia omnia mea tua sunt, et tua 

BULL. 


oe 


Ee 


[583] 


7 substan- 
tiale in eo 


- omne bo- 


mea, et glorificatus sum in eis..... Pu- 
rissima vero ac limpidissima gloria Sa- 
pientiz, satis convenienter dictum est 
ad distinctionem ejus glorie, que non 
pure, nec sincere gloria dicitur. Om- 
nis vero natura que convertibilis est 
et commutabilis, etiamsi glorificatur in 
operibus justitie vel sapientia, per hoc 
ipsum tamen quod accidentem habet 
justitiam, vel sapientiam, et quod hoc, 
quod accidit, etiam decidere potest, 
gloria ejus sincera ac limpidissima esse 
non potest. Sapientia vero Dei, que 
est unigenitus Filius ejus, QUONIAM IN 
OMNIBUS INCONVERTIBILIS EST ET IN- 
COMMUTABILIS, ET SUBSTANTIALE IN 
EO OMNE BONUM EST, quod utique mue 
tari atque converti nunquam potest, id- 


num est. 
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418 Passages cited by Athan. prove both the consubstantiality 


time susceptible of change or conversion, on this account 
is His glory declared to be pure and unalloyed.” I have 
thought it worth while to make this quotation, notwith- 
standing its length, in order that the reader may the more 
thoroughly see the temper of Petavius; although we have 
abundantly proved in another place that Origen held the 
consubstantiality of the Son. 

5. Indeed the very passages of Origen adduced by Atha- 
nasius, (whatever Petavius may say,) are sufficient to affirm, 
not only the co-eternity, but likewise the consubstantiality 
of the Son, if we look to the thing itself, not to the bare 
word. For in them Origen teaches plainly enough, that the 
Son is all that! the Father is; and therefore from the fact 
that the Father is invisible, he infers, that the Son also is 
invisible. In the next place he asserts that the Son knows 
the Father absolutely, which certainly belongs not to any 
created nature. Besides, when he calls the Son the bright- 
ness of the Father’s light, there is clearly intimated by that 
simile the communion of nature, which exists between the 
Father and the Son. Lastly, in affirming that the Son of 
God is the very Wisdom and Reason of the Father, subsist- 
ing in Him, he signifies plainly enough that that Son of 
God is in no wise any thing extraneous to God the Father, 
as created beings are; but something altogether within? and 
co-essential with Him, which He can no more be without, 
than He can be destitute of His very Wisdom, Reason, or 
Life. Surely, whoever will open his eyes, will at once see 
that Origen in this passage does altogether infer the co- 


circo pura ejus ac sincera gloria predi- 
catur.—Oper. Origenis Latin., part i. 
p- 673. edit. Basiliens. 1571. [vol. i. 
p. 57.] 

i To have in Himself good as sub- 
stance, is elsewhere, in this very first 
book Peri Archon, laid down by Origen 
as a certain characteristic note of that 
true divinity, which belongs to the 
most holy Trinity alone, the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and can- 
not apply to any created being. For 
thus he writes in chap. 5. (p. 679.) 
[§ 3. p. 66;] ‘Touching the good and 
holy powers, we are compelled to ac- 
knowledge that in them good does not 
exist as substance, which we have shewn 


clearly to be the case in Christ alone 
and the Holy Ghost, as unquestionably 
in the Father also. For the nature of 
the Trinity has been shewn not to have 
any thing that is compounded, as that 
these things should seem by conse- 
quence to be attached to it.” De bonis 
sanctisque virtutibus cogimur [similia } 
confiteri, [id est, ] quia non substantiale 
sit in ipsis bonum, quod utique in solo 
Christo et in Spiritu Sancto evidenter 
esse ostendimus; sine dubio utique et 
in Patre. Non enim Trinitatis natura 
habere aliquid compositionis ostensa 
est, ut hzc ei consequenter videantur 
accidere. 


and co-eternity. Huet answered, as to the eternity, &c. 419 


eternity of the Son from His consubstantiality, which he 
takes for granted. 

6. Now, as to the statement of Huet*, that Origen was of 
opinion, that “the matter out of which the world was made,” 
not only existed from eternity with God, “ but also emanated 
from the substance of God ;”’ (in such sense, that is, as that he 
laid it down, that the matter of the world is in no respect in- 
ferior to the nature of the Son of God ;) it is indeed as far re- 
moved from the truth as can be, nor can the illustrious writer 
produce a single passage out of the writings of Origen, how- 
ever corrupted they be, which even in appearance sanctions 
so detestable a blasphemy. Nay, Origen expressly teaches the 
contrary, as well in his first book Peri Archon, where he ap- 
pears to assert the eternity of the world, as in other passages 
throughout his works. For instance, in his sixth book against 
Celsus, (in a passage which we have already adduced',) he so 
distinguishes between the Son of God and all created nature, 
as to declare Him to be not made!, and it to be made?. But 
how will this distinction hold good, if, as the Son of God, so 
the primal matter of created things both existed from eter- 
nity with God, and emanated from the very substance of 
God? So in the very opening of the first book Pert Archon, 
from which this accusation was taken, in enumerating those 
things which are necessary to be believed by all, he puts 
these two points in the first place™ ; “ First, that there is one 
God who created and put in order all things, and who, when 
nothing existed, made all things to exist, &c. Next, that 
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[585] 


Jesus Christ was born of the Father before all creatures.” — 


You observe a manifest distinction by which the Son of God 
is laid down to be born of God the Father Himself, and that 
before all creatures, whereas all the creatures [are said] to 
have been made out of nothing. And it is easy to pro- 
duce a hundred similar passages. But Origen’s sentiments 
touching the eternity of the Son have already, as I think, 
been sufficiently explained. I now go on to other Ante- 


k Origenian. ii. p. 44. versa, &c....tum deinde quia Jesus 
! See ii. 9. 9. [p. 230.] Christus [ipse qui venit] ante omnem 
m Primo, quod unus Deus est, qui creaturam natus ex Patre est.—p. 660. 
omnia creavit atque composuit, qui- [tom.i. pp. 47, 48.] 
que, cum nihil esset, esse fecit uni- 
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CYPriin, 


[536] 


420 St. Cyprian held the co-eternity of the Son. 


nicene writers who have confirmed the same doctrine by 
their testimony. 


CHAPTER IV. 


THE DECREE OF THE NICENE FATHERS CONCERNING THE CO-ETERNAL EX- 
ISTENCE OF THE SON WITH HIS FATHER, CONFIRMED BY MOST EXPRESS 
TESTIMONIES OF CYPRIAN, DIONYSIUS OF ROME AND OF ALEXANDRIA, 
GREGORY THAUMATURGUS, THE SIX BISHOPS WHO WROTE FROM THE 
COUNCIL OF ANTIOCH TO PAUL OF SAMOSATA, THEOGNOSTUS, METHODIUS, 
PAMPHILUS THE MARTYR, AND ARNOBIUS. 


1. Cyprian, in the second book of his Testimonies against 
the Jews, c. vi., among other testimonies of Scripture to es- 
tablish the supreme divinity of Christ, cites also that pas- 
sage of the Apocalypse, chap. xxi. 6, 7°, “I am Alpha and 
Omega, the beginning and the end. I will give unto him 
that is athirst of the fountain of the water of life freely. He 
that overcometh shall possess these things and the inherit- 
ance of them®, and I will be his God, and he shall be My 
son.” Every one sees that in these words the true God, who 
is the same from everlasting to everlasting, is most plainly 
described. Nor can you expect more from Cyprian; for, 
though (as we have shewn above) he throughout declares 
the true divinity of the Son, from which His eternity also 
follows by a most manifest consequence, still in no passage 
(so far as I remember) does he directly treat of the co-eter- 
nity of the Son. However, from the circumstance of his 
alleging in proof of the divinity of the Saviour a passage of 
the Apocalypse, in which the absolute eternity of the supreme 
God is so clearly depicted, and interpreting it of Christ, we 
certainly conclude that the holy martyr altogether shrunk 
from that blasphemous saying of the Arians respecting the 
Son of God, “ There was a time when He was not.” 


= Ego sum Alpha et Omega, initium ° The Greek words are xAnpovoph- 
ef finis. Ego sitienti dabo de fonte aque oe: mdvta; Cyprian’s, possidebit ea et 
vite gratis; qui vicerit, possidebit ea et eorum hereditatem. [Some MSS. read 
eorum hared.tatem, et ero ejus Deus, et tavra instead of rdvra.—B.] 
ille erit mihi Filius.—[p. 287. ] 


Dion. R.; the contrary statement the greatest blasphemy. 421 


2. Next to Cyprian we must place Dionysius, pope of soox 11. 
Rome, as he lived in the time of Cyprian. There is a re- § 1,2. 
markable passage of his respecting the co-eternity of the Diony. _ 
Son, which Athanasius has transcribed in his treatise on the 5!¥8 B- 
decrees of the council of Nice, out of an epistle against the 
Sabellians?; “It is a blasphemy, and no ordinary one, but 
rather the greatest, to say that the Lord is in some sort! a: rpdmoy 
handy-work. For if the Son was brought into being, there ™”* 
was a time when He was not; but He was ever in being, if 
at least He is in the Father, as He Himself says, and if Christ 
is Word, and Wisdom, and Power; for the divine Scriptures 
assert that Christ is these, as ye yourselves know, and these 
are powers of God; if then the Son was brought into being, 
there was a time when these were not; therefore there was 
a time when God was without them; but this is most un- 
reasonable*.” From this remarkable testimony it is evident? éroxd- 
that the dictum of Arius concerning the Son of God, “ There 7°” 
was a time when He was not,” had been spread abroad by [537] 
other heretics long before the time of Arius. Compare what we 
have observed in the preceding chapter in treating of Origen, 
§ 2. [p. 412, 413.] Here you also see that Dionysius, who 
was the chief* prelate of the whole Christian world, regarded ? prima- 
that statement as most blasphemous and most unreasonable. “""” 
Besides, it must also be observed, that these words contain 
the sentiments not merely of Dionysius alone, but also of the 
whole clergy of the city of Rome. For Dionysius wrote that 
epistle, as was the practice of the age in which he lived, not 
without the consent of his clergy assembled in a regular* sy- ¢ legitima. 
nod. Lastly, it will be not foreign to our subject to note this 
in passing, that Dionysius here proves the co-eternal existence 
of the Son of God with His Father, from this, that He is the 
Word existing in God the Father Himself. For he argues 
thus; If the Son be in God the Father Himself, and exist as 
His Word, Wisdom, and Power, then it cannot, without the 
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422 Dionysius R. identified the Son with the eternal Word ; 


greatest blasphemy and the gravest absurdity, be said of 
Him, “there was a time when He was not;” but the Son of 
God is in God the Father Himself, and exists as His Word, 
&c.; therefore, &c. Dionysius justly took for granted the cor- 
rectness of the major premiss; for it depends upon these first 
principles of theology, “ Whatever is in God is God;” and 
again, “ Whatever is God is eternal.” The minor premiss he 
proves from the Scriptures, especially from the words of our 
Saviour Himself, “I am in the Father.” We have a little 
above heard Origen arguing in this way, and similar reason- 
ing was employed by the Antenicene fathers in general, to 
say nothing of those who wrote subsequently to the council 
of Nice. Now this kind of argument gives a death-blow to 
the Arian heresy. For the Arians laid down that there were 
two Words, as well as two Wisdoms; one residing in the 
Father Himself, His natural and proper Word, through whom 
He made both the universe and another Word; the other 
produced by the Father and the indwelling Word, who is 
named the Word improperly’, as being neither His genuine 
Word nor co-eternal with Him, but made out of nothing® by 
God when He was about to create this world ; and this latter 
Word they called the Son of God. This is attested by Alex- 
ander, bishop of Alexandria, in his epistle to the bishops of 
the Catholic Church, as given in Socrates, where, enume- 
rating the original dogmas of the Arians, he writes thus’; 
*‘ But the kind of things which they have invented and talk 
of, contrary to the Scriptures, are these ; God was not always 
a Father, but there was a time when God was not a Father; 
the Word of God was not always, but He came into being 
out of what was not; for the God who Is, made Him, who was 
not, out of what was not; wherefore also there was a time 
when He was not; for the Son is a creature and a work‘; 
and He is neither like the Father as to substance, nor is He 
the true and natural Word of the Father, nor is He His true 
Wisdom; but is one of the things made and brought into 
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differing from the Arians ; vindicated from Sabellianizing. 423 
being!; and He is improperly? [called] Word and Wisdom, 800k 111. 


inasmuch as He was Himself brought into being by the 8 2, 3. 
proper Word of God and the Wisdom that is in God, by* piony- _ 
which also* God made both all [other] things and Him [also.] *'vs ®- 
Wherefore also as to His nature, He is capable of change ere " 
and alteration, as all rational creatures likewise are; and ay. 

the Word is foreign and alien to, and separated from, the 4.5.” 
substance of God.” In like manner Athanasius also writes [539] 
in his first and third Orations, and in his treatise on the * ¢. 
Views of Dionysius; Cyril of Alexandria likewise on John,” * 
book i. chap. 4, and other fathers. You will say, It is in- 

deed clear from this that Dionysius of Rome and the other 

fathers who used the same kind of reasoning, have kept clear 

enough of the Charybdis of Arian blasphemy; but who can 

rescue them from the Scylla of Sabellian heresy? For Dio- 

nysius seems to have thought that the Reason itself, i. e. the 

Aoyos [Word or Reason] by which the Father Himself is 
Aoyixos [rational], which we conceive of as the form, as it 

were, in His essence, was the Son of God. I reply, It is no 

way credible that Dionysius maintained Sabellianism in that 

very epistle which he wrote professedly against the Sabel- 

lians, and in which, moreover, he expressly charges* Sabel- 

lius with blasphemy for having asserted that the Son is the 

Father Himself, and, conversely, that the Father is the Son. 

In what sense, however, the ancient Catholics spoke of the 

Son as the very Word of God the Father, and at the same 

time acknowledged this same Son of God to be really a dis- 

tinct Person from the Father, we shall clearly shew here- [540] 
after‘. In the meanwhile I proceed to confirm the eternity 

of the Son by the suffrages of the other Antenicene fathers. 

8. Dionysius of Alexandria comes next, who was of the Diony- 
same age as well as of the same name [with Dionysius of *”* ALEX. 
Rome.] Of the heads of doctrine on which his opponents 
falsely accused him before Dionysius of Rome, this was one, 


yerntay éort’ kataxpnorinas 8t Adyos = awerxowapudvos éeorly 5 Adyos Tis TOD 
wal copla, yevduevos nal abrds 58 tg Ccod odolas.—Hist. Eccles. i. 6. 

Sig Trot @cod Adyyp Kal TH ev Tq Oeg ® See the testimony of Dionysius 
voolq, év § nal rd xdyra wal abtby we- which we have quoted above, book ii. 
wolnrey 6 @eds. 51d kal tperrds €oti nad ch. 11. § 1. [p. 303.] 
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424 Dionysius Alex. declares that he always held and 


on tHe (as stated by Athanasius in his epistle on the Views of Dio- 
ity op Hysius of Alexandria" ;) “God was not always a Father; the 
tHe sox. Son was not always [in being], but God was [in being] 
without the Word; and the Son Himself was not [in being] 

before He was begotten, but there was a time when He was 

199 not; for He is not eternal, but came into being afterwards.” 
For Athanasius expressly asserts that Dionysius defended 

himself with reference to these points. Now from this ac- 
cusation itself it is clear that that proposition which affirms 

that there was a time when the Son was not, was regarded 

by Catholics in the age of Dionysius as heterodox and un- 
reasonable. But how does Dionysius defend himself? Does 

he confess that he had ever written or believed these things ? 

By no means. He professes that he does from his heart 
acknowledge, and ever has acknowledged, the co-eternity of 

the Son. For in the first book of his Refutation and Apo- 

logy he says’, “There never was a time when God was not 

a Father ;” and, a little afterwards, he writes thus of the 

Son of God; “ Being the radiance of eternal light, He must 
needs Himself be eternal; for, the light ever existing, it is- 

[541] manifest that its radiance also ever exists.” And again’, 
‘But God certainly is everlasting light, that hath not had 

a beginning and will never come to an end; therefore the 

! wpoxetrat. radiance is eternally present before', and co-exists with Him 
without beginning and ever begotten.” And again, “ But the 

Son alone, being ever co-existent with the Father, and full of 

noe oyros, Him that Is?, is Himself also in being’ from‘ the Father.” 
fam”) Thesame Dionysius has passages parallel to these in an epistle 
3 serw dv, still extant, which he wrote against Paul of Samosata, and in 
4 ee. am.) his Replies to the questions of Paul, appended to his epistle. 
In the epistle he writes thus of Christ*; ‘Christ is one, He 
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didids éorw, &AA’ Borepoy exvyéyovev.— _udvos 5¢ 6 vids de) cuvdy rq TMarpl, nad 
tom. i. p. 559. [§ 14. vol. i. p. 253.] . rod dyros wAnpoduevos, kal abrdés dorw 
x &rodoyotpevos mpds éxeiva.—Ibid. dv ék rod Marpds.—p. 560. [§ 15. p. 
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7d aravyaocua.—In the same passage p. 211.) 
as before, [§ 15. ] 


taught the co-eternity of the Son. Passages from his works. 425 


‘who exists! in the Father, the co-eternal Word.” In His soox m. 
Replies, (Reply to Quest. iv.,) he introduces Christ speak- “'e’3 "4." 
ing thus out of Jeremiah”; “TI, the personal’, ever-existing Diony- _ 
Christ, who am equal to the Father in respect of the un- S!U8 Avex. 
varyingness of His hypostasis®, being co-eternal also with, in mb. 

the Lord the Spirit®.” Here he acknowledges the entire co- craves del. 
equal and co-eternal Trinity of Persons. Also, in his Reply , #747? 


to Quest. v.4, he rebukes Paul of Samosata for having refused a Necro ris 


to call Christ “the co-eternal impress of the hypostasis*”’ 
Also in this same reply he sets forth the 1542] 
“Just then as we perceive that, * xapax- 


God the Father. 
eternity of the Son thus® ; 


if any one take from the material fire which we use, and 
causes not either injury or division, in kindling light from 


of bwoord- 


THP@ THs 
iwoord- 
owews. 


Heb. i. 3. 


light, but it remains; thus in a manner incomprehensible is 
the generation from eternity of Christ from the Father.’ In 
short that this was the constant opinion which he always 
held, and every where preached and professed, he thus ex- 
pressly affirms in his Reply to Question x.‘; “TI have written 
and do write, and confess, and believe, and preach, that 
Christ, the only-begotten Son and Word of the Father, is 
co-eternal with the Father.” Let Sandius now lay all shame 
aside®, and still boast that the great Dionysius of Alexan-s pertricet 


dria was of the same opinion as Arius. 


frontem. 


4, Next to Dionysius of Alexandria comes Gregory Thau- Garcory 
maturgus, who was contemporary with the two Dionysii, of T#4umar. 
Rome and of Alexandria, and in conjunction with those two 


luminaries shed wonderful light upon that happy age. 


In 


his Confession of Faith (which I have transcribed above & 
and shewn clearly enough to be his genuine work) Christ is 


called “the eternal impress®” 
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232.] 

¢ Observe, in passing, the title 6 
Kuplos, ‘the Lord,’’ applied to the 
Holy Spirit by Dionysius, before the 
fathers of Constantinople. 
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426 The six Bishops of the Council of Antioch. 


on tHE eternal Son of the eternal Father'.”” Moreover, in the same 

‘ry or Confession, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are 

Tue 80N. called" “a perfect Trinity, not divided, nor alien, in glory 
[543] and eternity and dominion.” 

''ulds ai8i0s =. In the time of this Gregory, six of the most celebrated 

warpés. bishops from the council of Antioch, which was convened 

Councit against Paul of Samosata, wrote an epistle to Paul, (no doubt 

in "in accordance with? the common sentiments of the other bi- 

? ex. shops,) in which they speak thus respecting the Son of God!; 

“We believe that He, existing always with the Father, fulfilled 

200 His Father’s will with regard to the creation of the universe.” 

In these words they expressly teach that the Son of God not 

only existed before the creation of all things, (forasmuch as 

by Him were all things made,) but, also, was ever co-existent 

with the Father, that is, was co-eternal with Him. However, 

concerning even these bishops Sandius says*, that they “ not 

obscurely hinted that the Son, before He was begotten of 

3in actum. the Father into act’, existed only potentially*.” But I ask 

Nuit ae him in what words of the epistle do they hint this? I have 

no doubt that he had an eye to those words where the holy 

prelates say', “that the Father begat the Son (¢anquam ac- 

Sévuré- tum (évepryetay) viventem) as a living and personally existent® 

se existen. energy, working all in all.” For I am acquainted with a 

tem, Bull. writer™, from whose works Sandius has pilfered, who has 

deduced the same conclusion from these words. If, however, 

that trifler had not delivered a judgment on these bishops, 

as is his wont, on the faith of others, if he had with his 

[544] own eyes inspected the very words of their epistle, and had 

compared them attentively with what goes before and fol- 

lows, he would readily have perceived that those words have 

nothing to do with the question of the eternity of the Son. 

That is to say, the fathers are there censuring the heresy of 

Paul and Sabellius, who agreed in this point, that they be- 

lieved that the Word or Son of God, through whom all 
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things were made, was “an unsubsisting energy!” of God soox mr. 
CHAP. IV. 


the Father. In opposition to them the holy men teach that (¢ 47, 
God the Father begat His Son as “a living and subsisting? Gj, 
energy.” To the same point also the following words of ANttocu. 
. ° ° 1 4 
theirs in the same place, respecting the Son of God, refer"; , 07.8" 
‘Through whom the Father made all things, not as through 7, [“‘an 
. - ae energy that 
an instrument, nor yet as through an unsubsisting know- had no 
ledge*.” They are the very same heretics that Gregory substantive 
Thaumaturgus, writing at the same period, had in view when ence.”) 
he thus began his confession, “There is one God, Father * bpeor a 
of the living Word, the subsisting Wisdom’.” The thing [for evuré- 
surely speaks for itself. But to proceed. ep vee: 
6. Theognostus of Alexandria, a very great man, in that re- ally sub- 
markable fragment of his Hypotyposes, which Athanasius has ie J 
. . MLOTHLNS 
preserved to us, (and which we have before? adduced entire,) dvuroord- 
not obscurely confirms the co-eternity of the Son, when he 7” 
thus writes concerning Him‘; “ The substance of the Son is cnustus. 
not any one that was brought in‘ from without, nor was it ¢ epeupe- 
superinduced® out of nothing; but it sprang® from the sub- a 
° . e WEets= 
stance of the Father, as the radiance’ of the light.” In these 4,6. 
words he first denies that the Son was superinduced unto [545] 
the Father, and by consequence acknowledges that He is co- § é¢v. 
eternal with Him. For if there ever was a time when the | mat 
Son was not, and He afterwards accrued to the Father, then 
certainly the Son is rightly said to have been superinduced 
unto the Father. Then, again, he intimates this same thing 
when he declares that the Son was so begotten of the sub- 
stance of the Father, as radiance is emitted from hght; for 
it must be that the radiance of eternal light be itself eternal. 
And we have still surer evidence that this was altogether the 
opinion of Theognostus, in the circumstance that he was the 
disciple of Origen, who throughout his writings illustrates 
the eternity of the Son by the same simile. 
7. Methodius, whom Sandius, after Petavius, also classes Merno- 
amongst those Antenicene fathers who agreed with Arius, in °'"~ 
™ 8? of 6 Marhp wdvra wenolnxev, ([p. 298.] 
ovx ds 80 dpydvou, 008 ws 80 emorhuns a oun etwOdy rls dori epevpedeion 7 
&vunocrdrov.— Ibid. Tou vio obcla, obdé ee ph Svtwy éret- 
o els @eds, Tlarhp Adyou SGvros, go- ahxOn’ GAA’ ex Tis TOD Tarpds oiclas 
glas ipeordéons.—Ibid. See above, Zu, ws Tod pwrbs Td axabyacua.— 
book ii. ch. 12. § 1. [p. 323. ] [S. Athan., vol. i. p. 230.] 
P See above, book ii. ch. 10. § 7. 
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the extracts given by Photius from his book Of Chastity, 
declares the eternal generation of the Son from the Father 
in words written as with a sunbeam. For upon the passage 
of the Psalmist, “Thou art My Son, this day have I be- 
gotten Thee,” he has this note’; “ For it is to be observed, 
that He declared Him to be a Son indefinitely, and without 
respect to time'; for He said to Him, ‘Thou art My Son,’ 
not, Thou hast become [My Son]; clearly shewing that He 
had neither recently obtained His Sonship, nor, on the other 
hand, having previously been, had afterwards come to an 
end; but that having been previously begotten, He both will 
be and is ever the same.” 

8. That Pamphilus the Martyr believed the eternity of 
the Son in every sense”, is most certainly evident from the 
fact that he strenuously defended Origen as being catholic 
in that article. For in his Apology for Origen he endeavours 
to prove, against his calumniators, and gives substantial proof, 
that Adamantius? in his writings throughout asserted these 
doctrines’, “that the Father exists not before the Son, but 
the Son is co-eternal with the Father, and that the genera- 
tion of the Son of God is independent of‘ all beginning.” 
Refer by all means to the Apology itself. And from Pam- 
philus’s doctrine one may form a conjecture respecting the 
views of his master Pierius, namely, that he also was catholic 
in this article of the faith ; and this conjecture is more fully 
established by the fact that Pierius likewise was a careful 
follower of Origen, who (as we have abundantly proved) has 
in his writings most uniformly asserted the co-eternal ex- 
istence of the Son with the Father. To which you may also 
add, that Photius himself (as we have shewn abovet) em- 
phatically asserts of the renowned Pierius, that he believed 
religiously respecting God the Father and the Son. 

9. Lastly, Arnobius, the same who acknowledged (if any 


Pamphilus the Martyr, and Pierius, 
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in the text of Bekker’s edition of Pho- 
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959. [Sympos. Orat. viii. p. 112. The 


tius, Berl. 1824. ] 

* Quod non sit Pater antequam Fi- 
lius, sed cozternus sit Filius Patri,... 
extra ullum initium est generatio Filii 
Dei.—[Op. Origenis, iv. App., c. 8. 
pp. 24, 25. ] 

* ii, 13. 2. [p. 888.]} | 
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one of the ancients did) a truly divine nature in Christ, and soox m. 
(as we have shewn above") professed repeatedly and in the are 
plainest terms, that the Son of God is in the most proper anwosius. 
‘sense of the word!', and without any ambiguity in the expres- ! maxime | 
sion, most true God; this same Arnobius, I say, does through- PrP" 
‘out, im terms no less express, affirm that every truly divine 

nature is in all respects eternal, that is, as well as regards the 

period antecedent (a parte ante, as they express it) as the 

future (a parte post.) I can establish this by very many 
passages of Arnobius; but I shall be content with one or two 
testimonies. In his third book this illustrious rhetorician 

treats thus of the divine natures, in accordance with? the? ex. 
common sentiment of Christians*; “ Our opinion on this 
subject is, that every divine nature, which neither had at any 
time a beginning, nor will at any time come to an end of life, 
is without corporeal lineaments,” &c. In the seventh book, 
not far from the beginning, he thus addresses the Gentiles 
respecting their gods’; “We have been accustomed to hear 
from you that there are very many gods, and that they are 
reckoned in a series of names: now if these exist any where, 
as you allege, and are real, as Terentius’ believes, it follows 
that they are like their name, that is, such as we all perceive 
they ought to be, in order to be called by the appellation of 
such a name; nay, rather, in brief, such as is the Lord of the 
universe, and the Almighty Himself, whom we all know 
to call God, and understand to be true [God], whenever we 
come to the mention of His name. For [one] God, in that 
He is God, differs in nothing from another [God], nor can 
that which is one in kind exist in a less or greater degree in 
its parts, preserving the uniformity of its proper quality. And 


[547] 


" ii. 14. 1, 2. [p. 359, &c. | 

* Nostra de hoc sententia talis est ; 
naturam omnem divinam, que nec esse 
cceperit aliquando, nec vitalem ad ter- 
minum sit aliquando ventura, linea- 
mentis carere corporeis, &c.—[ p. 107. ] 

y Ex vobis audire consuevimus, De- 
os esse quamplurimos, et nominum in 
serie computari; qui si sunt, ut dici- 
tis, uspiam, verique, ut Terentius cre- 
dit, eos esse consequitur sui consimi- 
jes nominis, id est tales, quales eos 
universi debere esse conspicimus, et 
nominis hujus appellatione dicendos, 
quin imo, ut breviter finiam, qualis 


Dominus rerum est, atque omnipotens 
ipse, quem dicere nos omnes Deum 
scimus atque intelligimus verum, cum 
ad ejus nominis accessimus mentio- 
nem. Deus enim ab altero, in eo quo 
Deus est, nulla in re differt; nec quod 
unum est genere, suis esse in partibus 
minus aut plus potest, qualitatis pro- 
priv uniformitate servata. Quod cum 
dubium non sit, sequitur, ut geniti 
nunquam, perpetuique ut debeant esse. 
—[p. 211.] 

* Terentius Varro, of whom Arno- 
bius had been speaking just before. 
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oN THE since this is undoubted, it follows that they were never pro- 

‘uty or duced! and that they must needs be everlasting.” From this, 

THE 80N. according to the view of Arnobius, the following argument re- 

‘geniti. gults: Whosoever is true God, He is in no respect dissimilar 

to God the Father and Lord of all, and therefore must needs 

* ingenitus, be unproduced, in other words, not made’, and eternal: but 

re 2 Christ the Son of God is most true God: therefore, Christ the 

Son of God is in no respect dissimilar to God the Father and 

Lord of all, and therefore He must needs be unproduced, in 

other words, not made, and eternal. The major proposition 

is expressly asserted by Arnobius in the words which we have 

quoted; the minor, as was just now stated, we have likewise 

proved above from most express passages of Arnobius. But 

I have no doubt that Arnobius, in the words, “ For [one] 

God, in that He is God, differs in nothing from another 

[God], nor can that which is one in kind exist in a less or 

[548] greater degree in its parts, preserving the uniformity of its 

proper quality,” had his thoughts directed to the most au- 

gust mystery of the Trinity believed by Christians. For in 

that most holy Trinity one Person differs in no respect from 

another, in that He is God, that is to say, so far as the divine 

nature which is common to each is concerned; nor does 

[the Divine nature] exist in a greater or less degree in one 

Person than in Another; but the uniformity of the quality 

proper to God, in other words, of the divine properties, is 

preserved in Each. Wherefore since God the Father, whom 

Arnobius calls the Lord of all, is uncreate and eternal, it 

follows that the Son of God likewise, seeing that, as has been 

said, Arnobius altogether believed Him to be most true God, 

is uncreate and eternal. Arnobius, it is true, has herein ex- 

pressed himself improperly, in that he calls the Divine Per- 

sons parts; but this may readily be forgiven in a person who 

was still comparatively uninstructed in the Christian sys- 

tem, and had not yet been regenerated by holy baptism; and 

who, lastly, was addressing his oration to persons who were 

Gentiles, and altogether profane; especially as, in the same 

passage, and as it were with the same breath, he expressly 

declares that the whole Godhead must reside in any part 
whatever of the Godhead. 

10. Thus much, then, concerning the catholic Antenicene 


Petavius’s charges contrasted with facts. 431 


writers, who openly, clearly, and perspicuously, and without Book 11. 
any appearance of inconsistency', taught and professed the re 0, 
co-eternity of the Son. From all this it is clear, that what guywanry. 
the Jesuit Petavius has written, On the Trinity, book i. c. v.} évavrio- 
§ 7, is manifestly false; where (as we have already remarked °”"* 
at the beginning of this work) in setting forth the views of 
the ancients, who preceded the council of Nice, respecting 
the Son of God, he thus writes; “ They said that the Word*? Filium, 
was put forth by the supreme God and Father at the time >" 
when He determined on creating this universe, in order that 
He might use Him as His assisting minister. This opinion [549] 
some intimate more clearly, others more obscurely. But 
these may be specially mentioned’, Athenagoras, Tatian, Theo- 5 sed isti 
philus, Tertullian, and Lactantius. Both these authors, how- ©" 
ever, and the rest whom I have mentioned?,” (and he had 
mentioned nearly all the Antenicene fathers,) “as Origen, 
thought that the Father is superior to the Word in ager, dig- 
nity, and power; and, although they asserted that the Son 
was of the substance or nature of the Father, (in which 
point alone they made His mode of existence‘ to differ from ¢ conditio- 
that of all other beings, which are properly called creatures,) °°” 
still they conceived that He had a beginning no less than the 
creatures; in other words, that He by no means had been a 
distinct Person® from eternity.” For so many early Ante- 5 hyposta- 
nicene writers, whose views I have unfolded severally and *™ 
accurately in the preceding chapters, all expressly denied that 202 
the Father is superior to the Son in age, and that the Son 
had a beginning. And as regards Origen, whom chiefly 
Petavius charges with this blasphemy, we have abundantly 
proved that he strenuously maintained the co-eternity of the 
Son. But even from this the truth of our first proposition 
clearly appears; which was this: “The more authoritative 
and larger part of the doctors who lived before the Nicene 
council, unambiguously, openly, clearly, and perspicuously 
taught and professed the co-eternity of the Son, that is, His 
co-eternal existence with God the Father.” For Ignatius, 

2 [See what we have said in the In- have mentioned, thought,” to, “and 
troduction, § 7.[p.9,] for neither there some, as Origen, thought.’’ See the 
nor here are Petavius’ words quoted by table of Corrigenda at the end of this 


Bull fairly or fully—B. Petaviusal- volume. ] 
tered the words, “and the rest whom I 
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Justin Martyr, Irenzus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, 
Cyprian, Dionysius pope of Rome, Dionysius of Alexandria, 
Gregory Thaumaturgus, the six celebrated bishops who wrote 
to Paul of Samosata from the council of Antioch, Theognos- 
tus, Methodius, Pierius, the martyr Pamphilus, Arnobius, 
(who certainly constitute by far the greater and the better 
part of the Antenicene writers,) these, I say, did all most 
plainly acknowledge the co-eternity of the Son. And you 
may add to them (one whom I omitted to mention in his 
proper place in this book) the presbyter Caius, a celebrated 
man and very ancient writer, who is said by Photius (cod. 
48>) in his work on the Universe, “to describe irreprehen- 
sibly the ineffable generation of the Son from the Father.” 
And this Photius certainly would not have said of him un- 
less he had acknowledged that eternal generation. Lastly, 
it is evident from this that the view, which laid down that 
the Son of God is co-eternal with God the Father, not only 
approved itself to most of the Antenicene doctors, but was 
also the received, approved, and settled faith and view of the 
Church of the first ages. For Ignatius, an apostolic writer, 
blames the Cerinthian Gnostics on this account, that in 
opposition to the faith of the Apostolic Church, they attri- 
buted a beginning to the Word; and the same is very fre- 
quently done by Irenzeus, who was a disciple of Polycarp. 
From the history of Dionysius of Alexandria it is evident that 
all, at that time, who denied the eternity of the Son, were re- 
garded as heterodox by the rulers of the Church. Dionysius, 
the pope of Rome, delivered not only his own faith and view, 
out that of the whole Roman clergy, when he condemned as 
the greatest blasphemy that saying of Arius respecting the 
Son of God, “There was a time when He was not.” Lastly, 
it was by the authority of the whole synod of Antioch (which 
consisted of very many bishops, and the judgment of which, 
according to Eusebius, E. H. vii. 29, was approved by the 
whole Catholic Church under heaven) that the six bishops, 
whom we have already enumerated, wrote to Paul of Samo- 
sata the epistle, in which they clearly asserted the eternity 
of the Son of God in every sense. 


® [See above, book ii. chap. 8. § 1. p. 207.] 


CHAPTER V. 


THE SECOND PROPOSITION STATED, CONCERNING THOSE FATHERS, WHO, 203 
THOUGH THEY MAY APPEAR TO HAVE DENIED, DID YET IN REALITY ac- [551] 
KNOWLEDGE, THE ETERNITY OF THE SON. THE OPINION OF ATHENAGORAS 
RESPECTING THE CO-ETERNITY OF THE SON ACCURATELY EXPLAINED. 


1. I now proceed to those doctors who, though they seem Book 11. 
to have denied the co-eternal existence of the Son of God with " L 
God the Father, did yet in reality acknowledge it. Concern- Aryena-_ 


ing these, let this be our second proposition ; GORAS. 


PROPOSITION II. 


There are some catholic writers more ancient than the 
council of Nice, who seem to have attributed to the Son of 
God, even in that He is God, a certain nativity, which began 
at a certain time, and immediately preceded the creation of 
the world. And yet they were very far removed from the 
opinion of Arius. For if their expressions be more accu- 
rately weighed, it will appear that they spoke not of a true 
and properly so called nativity, in which, that is, the Son 
received the beginning of His hypostasis and subsistence, 
but of a figurative and metaphorical [one]; that is, they 
merely intended this, that the Word, who before all ages 
(when nothing existed besides God) did exist in and with 
God the Father, as the co-eternal offspring of the eternal 
mind itself, went forth in operation! from God the Father ! nar’ épép- 
Himself at the time when He was about to form the world, ’“™” 
and proceeded to create the universe, and to manifest both 
Himself and His Father to the creatures; and that, in conse- 
quence of this going forth’ and manifestation, He is called in * * mpoénew- 
the Scriptures the Son of God, and the First-born’, 3 8 xpwro- 
ToKds. 
They who thus explained the sacred doctrine, were, I may 
say‘, the following; Athenagoras, Tatian, Theophilus of An- ‘ fere. 
tioch, Hippolytus, and Novatian or the author of the treatise [552] 
on the Trinity, published among the works and under the 


name of Tertullian. We will treat of these in order. 
BULL. Ff 
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ON THE 2. And let Athenagoras first stand forth. He is enu- 
co-rren- merated by Petavius, as we have observed a little before’, 
THE son. amongst those Antenicene fathers who expressed more clearly, 
and taught more openly, the blasphemous view of Arms, 

which affirms that the Son was then first produced by the 

Most High God, when He had determined to create the uni- 

verse, and that the Son, no less than the other creatures, had 

a beginning. The learned Huet®, relying, as usual, too much 

on the authority of Petavius, classes Athenagoras with those 

writers who “devised false and absurd notions about the 
Trinity.” The defence of Athenagoras, however, will not be 

very difficult, if only the passage, from which these learned 

men seized a handle for this false charge, be produced entire 

and carefully weighed. Athenagoras, then, in his Apology, or 
Legation, for the Christians, addressed to the emperors Mar- 

cus Aurelius Antoninus and Lucius Aurelius Commodus, in 

setting forth the faith professed by Christians respecting the 

most holy Trinity, after he had treated of God the Father, 

comes to the second Person, asserting that God has a Son. 

In order, however, that this may not appear ridiculous to the 
philosophers whom he is addressing, as though, forsooth, the 
Christians had dreamed of figments like the fables of the 

poets, about the sons, that 1s, and daughters, and grand- 
children of Jupiter, he shews that the views which the Chris- 

1 que phi- tians entertain’ concerning the Son of God, must altogether 
losoptar be explained in a far different way, that is to say, in a 
tiani. spiritual sense, and in a manner worthy of God: so that the 
Son of God be understood to be the Word of the Father, 

namely, that which stands in the same relation to the 

Father as the inner word of a man to the human mind, 

[553] which [inner word] is both spiritual, and in itself no way 
falls under the [cognizance of the] senses, and also remains 

in the mind, from which it proceeds, and is not separated 

from it; from which circumstance the évvoca itself of a man, 

[i. e. his thought or conception], is often called his mind. 

For that altogether in this way the Word of God the Father 

?paterne is also the offspring of the mind itself of the Father ?, born of 


pas It, and remaining in It, and so intimately united to It, that 


© See this same section, chap. 4. § 10. * Origenian. ii, 3. 6. p. 187. [p. 
[p. 431.] 253. ] 
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He may be simply called the very mind! of the Father, and soox m1. 
so the Father and the Son may rightly be called One?. He ony 2. ‘ 
adds, moreover, that the Son of God is His Word in idea Arnena-— 
and operation, (Adyos év idéa xal évepyeia,) Inasmuch, that is, re an 

as He Himself both is the pattern, and (if 1 may so say) the ipsa mens. 
art divine, according to which God the Father, when He ?unum dici 
willed, formed all things; and by Him and through Him "°°" 
were all things created. These are the very words of Athen- 204 
agoras®; “ And let no one, I pray, think it ridiculous that 

God should have a Son. For we have not conceived notions 

either of God the Father or of the Son as the poets fable, 

who exhibit their gods as no better than men. But the 

Son of God is the Word of the Father, in idea and opera- 

tion ; for by Him*‘ and through Him were all things made, ® [or, “ac- 
the Father and the Son being One; and, the Son being in tie 7 ‘ 
the Father, and the Father in the Son, by the unity and 

power of the Spirit, the Son of God is the Mind and Word 
of the Father.” And what he had said respecting the Son or 
Word of God in idea and operation, he explains more clearly 
in these words, which immediately follow; “ But if from 
greater power of apprehension you wish to consider what is 
meant by ‘the Son’ [of God], I will explain it in a few 
words; He is the First-offspring* of the Father, not as having ‘ xparov 
been brought into being® (for from the beginning God, be- yerrae 


ing eternal mind, Himself had within Himself His Logos, yerduevov. 
[Word or Reason,] being eternally possessed of Reason®,) ¢ asBtes (e- 
but, when all things material were lying like unformed na- ee 
ture and useless® earth, the heavier mixed with the lighter, as 


having gone forth upon them to be an idea and an energy*.” 


[554] 
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f Hise above, p. 153, note h. ] 
& (“ The whole difficulty of this pas- 
sage vanishes if (instead of y7js, dxelas, 
the old reading) we read yijs axpelas, 
and remove the bad punctuation of the 
preceding editions.”—Ed. Ben.— B. ] 

» See Conrade Gesner’s note on this 
passage. 
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436 He asserts (i.) that the Word is not made ; (ii.) that 


I assert that this explanation of Athenagoras is as far re- 
moved as possible from the blasphemies of Arius, and, more 
than this, is quite catholic, if we regard the substance itself 
of the doctrine respecting the Son of God. The Christian 
philosopher does indeed allow that the Word of God the 
Father is called by Christians His first-offspring, because of 
a certain going forth', by which He proceeded forth from? 
God the Father Himself, at the time when He was about to 
create the world, and that in order that the world might 
be created through Him; on which point we shall have to 
speak repeatedly in what follows. Nevertheless he explains 
this going forth’ in such a way, that it seems to me manifest 
enough that he himself entertained no view respecting the 
Word and Son of God which is unbecoming His unchange- 
able Godhead and eternal majesty. For 

8. First, he expressly excepts the Word or Son of God 
from the class of the things which were brought into being 
(ray yevoxévwv). Him, he says, we call the “ First-offspring 


te non quasi of the Father, not as having been brought into being*. ” This 
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excellent man was truly anxious that such an impious thought 
should not steal on the mind of any one. But what could 
have been said more plainly opposed to the blasphemy of 
Arius? I wonder therefore what could have entered into the 
mind of Petavius, when he suggested a suspicion against 
Athenagoras, as though he had believed that the “ going 
forth®” of the Word, of which he was speaking, was the pro- 
duction® of Him. For surely the most learned father could 
not have met this calumny in clearer terms than those which 
he has employed. 

Secondly, Athenagoras asserts no less expressly the eter- 
nity of the Word or Son of God; nay, he proves that the 
Son of God was not brought into being’, from the fact that 
He existed from everlasting in and with God the Father. 
His words are express; ‘ Not as though He were brought into 
teing, for from the beginning God being eternal mind, Him- 
self had within Himself His Logos, [Word or Reason§,] be- 
ing eternally possessed of Reason’.” For afterwards, in the 
same Apology', Athenagoras lays down this as an undoubted 
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He is eternal ; (iii.) and that as a distinct Person. 487 


axiom; “ [Every thing] is either not-made! and eternal, or soox 1. 
made’ and corruptible.” And what ‘the corruptible’ is he ‘[)"'," 
presently explains in these words of Plato; “That which argena 
beginneth to be, and ceaseth,” (16 apydpevov elvat, cal mravo- nen. 
pevov). Moreover, in this place the word yevyntéy means yo, 
the same as yevosevov, made [or brought into being] ; hence, ? yervnrd». 
a few words after, Athenagoras explains the former by the _ 
latter term; “It is impossible,” he says, “that the world 
should remain in the same condition, [inasmuch as it has 
been] made (yevduevoy).” And again; “ How is their con- 
stitution permanent,” (i. e. the heathen gods’,) “seeing they 
do not exist by nature, but are made (yevouévwv.)” The [556] 
sophist Sandius*, therefore, must be put aside, who from 
this and other similar passages has inferred that Athena- 
goras believed that even the Son of God began to exist at a 
definite time, on the ground, forsooth, that the Son Himself 
is also in a certain sense yevyyTos, (i. e. genifus, “ begotten”). 
For when Athenagoras says that every thing that is yeyynrov 205 
began to exist at a definite time, it is manifest that the word 
yevyntov, according to his usage of it, signifies the very same 
as yevomevov, “made.”” But that the Word or Son of God is 
ryevopevor, “made,” Athenagoras expressly denies in the pas- 
sage of which we are treating; and, moreover, in the same 
place he exphcitly affirms that He existed from eternity 
with God the Father. But let us go on with Athenagoras. 

4. In the third place, it is plain that Athenagoras be- 
lieved that the Word did in such wise exist from eternity 
with God the Father, that He was no less a distinct hypos- 
tasis [Person] from the Father from eternity, than after His 
going forth’. This is inferred with certainty from the ® xpoéae- 
following reasoning; Athenagoras says that the Word was °” 
not made or produced (yevopevov, [brought into being]) 
at the time that He proceeded from God the Father; or, in 
other words, that He did not then at length receive a begin- 
ning of His subsistence [substantive existence]. And from 
this we argue thus; The Word according to Athenagoras 
was a distinct hypostasis [Person] from God the Father, 
roy 8€ dort, [kal xpovootuevoy] éxi rave —The Benedictine edition reads a&yévn- 
Tov peivas Toy Kéopoy yevduevov’ Was =Tov and yerntdéy. | 


rovror péver cboracis, ov pice SyTwr, k Nucl. Hist. Eccl. i. p. 88. 
AAA yevopévoy ;—p. 18. [§ 19. p. 294. 


438 That Athenagoras believed the Word to be 
ontue either before His going forth, (and so from eternity), or 


“uty or never. The reasoning is clear. For, if Athenagoras thought 
THE son. that the Word or Son of God before His going forth, 
1 hyposta- -byposts- indeed, was not a distinct Person’ from God the Father, 
2 per se et N0r subsisted in Himself and in act’, but was only contained 
S bende virtually’ in the essence of the Father; but that through 
wee that going forth He was at length brought forth into actual 
vin actum. being‘, and endued with substantive existence’; then indeed 
eness- he [must have] believed that the Word or Son of God, by 
[557] means of that going forth, was made and produced (vyevdpe- 
vov, [brought into being]); which yet, he himself expressly 

denies. The case is clear. For if that which is brought out 

¢ epotentia from virtual into actual being®, which not having previously a 
in actum ‘subsistence in itself7, is afterwards endued with an actual 
7perse. and distinct subsistence, must not on this very account be 
said to be brought into being, (yvevdéyevov,) I ask you 

what can possibly be said to be brought into being? And 

hence it is that Petavius at last charges Athenagoras with 
Sabellianism, as if he had believed that there is, and ever 

®non nisi has been but one Person’ of the Father and the Son. 
ma This, I repeat, Petavius does, the very same who, both 
in the very passage in which he does it and elsewhere 
throughout, traduces the same Athenagoras as being an 

Arian; thus fixing on the learned father two heresies which 

are diametrically opposed to each other. I would, how- 

ever, entreat the reader (if he be a lover of the truth, 

and possessed by any kind of reverence for this most ex- 

cellent writer of a most excellent age), to peruse with his 

own eyes the words of Athenagoras which follow shortly after 

those which we have already brought forward. For thus does 

the Christian philosopher proceed a little after'; “Who 

would not think it strange to hear us called atheists, who 

speak of God the Father and God the Son, and the Holy 

Ghost, shewing both Their power in unity and Their distinc- 

tion in order?” I also may be permitted to exclaim here, 

Who does not wonder that Athenagoras, when he had put 

forth this confession so express of the Three Persons subsist- 


1 tls odk by &wophea, Aéyovras Gedy d3bvauiy, nal Thy ev rH rdte diulperw, 
warépa xal vidy @edby kal wveiua Gyiov, dxotoas dbdous xadoundvous ‘—P. 11. 
Secxvivras abtov Kal thy ev tH évéoe: [p. 287. See above, ii. 4 9. p. 1638.) 
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ing in one Divine Nature, could have been traduced as a Sa- soox m1. 
bellian by any man who has even a grain of candour left? “4°” 
But elsewhere also, in many passages of the same Apology, aruena- 
Athenagoras distinguishes God the Father from the Son of 624s. 
God in such a manner, that it is most evident that he did [558] 
not by any means entertain the same opinions as Sabellius, 

Let it suffice to adduce a single passage. Dhurecting his dis- 

course more closely to the emperors, Marcus Aurelius Anto- 

ninus, and Lucius Aurelius Commodus his son and colleague 

in the empire, and wishing to defend the religion of Chris- 

tians who profess the religion of one God, and at the same 

time together with the supreme Father of all adore His 

Word or Son, he says that there is an image of the 
heavenly kingdom shadowed forth, as it were, in their own 

earthly kingdom: in that the government of both being 
monarchical, still there are in each government two per- 

sons ruling; but that as one of these refers his authority 

to the other as received from him, and both administer their 

empire with united' minds, the monarchy is preserved unim- ! conjunc- 
paired: His words are these™; ‘For as all things are in- “* 
trusted to you, a father and a son, who have received your 
kingdom from above, (for the soul? of the king, saith the * wx. 
prophetic Spirit, is in the hand of God,) so are all things nd xxi 
subject to one God and to the Word [which came forth] 
from Him, whom we understand to be His Son insepa- 
rable [from Him]*.’ But what disciple of the school of ® voousevp 
Sabellius would argue thus? Surely any Sabellian would” ” core 
have defended the religion of Christians in a very dif- 

ferent manner, that is, by saying openly, that absolutely 

only one Person was acknowledged by them in the God- 

head, namely, the Father; and that the Son was held to 

be a divine energy only. Indeed this very illustration, which 
Athenagoras uses, is that wherewith the Catholics were ac- 
customed to meet the Monarchians. For thus (to pass by 
others) Tertullian, in his treatise against Praxeas, c. 3"; [559] 


‘We hold the monarchia‘, say they. And so articulately* do * #°”°x!™ 
y 5 vocaliter. 
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even Latins, even the ignorant, enunciate the sound, that you 
would suppose they understood monarchia as well as they pro- 
nounce it. But monarchia Latins take pains to pronounce: 
@conomia even Greeks are unwilling to understand. But for 
myself, if I have gleaned any knowledge! of either language, I 
know that monarchia means nothing else than single and indi- 
vidual rule’; yet still that monarchy does not on that account, 
because it is [the rule] of one, preclude him whose [rule] it 
is, either from having a son, or from having made himeelf a 
son to himself®, or from administering his own monarchy by 
whom [soever] he will. Nay more, I say that no dominion 
is in such sense that of one, as his own®, in such sense single, 
in such sense a monarchy, as not also to be administered 
through other persons most near [to it], whom itself has 
looked out for as officials to itself. Moreover, if he, whose the 
monarchy is, have a son, it does not forthwith become divided 
and cease to be a monarchy, if the son also be taken as a 
sharer in it; but it is on this account‘ in its original® his, 
from whom it is communicated unto the son; and so long 
as it is his, it is on this account a monarchy, in that it is 
held together by two who are so individual®.”’ And a little 
after, in chap. 4°, he adds; “The same I would wish said 
also with respect to the third degree ;” signifymg that the 
case’ of the Holy Spirit is the same, and that in conse- 
quence a true and entire Trinity may be maintained without 
impairing the divine monarchy. And this did not escape 
Athenagoras, as is plain from the passage which we just be- 
fore quoted and from other places, which, had there been 
need, we could readily have produced. 

5. But let us see what induced Petavius to fasten this 


bene intelligere povapxlay, quam enun- 
tiant. Sed povapxlay sonare student 
Latini; olxovyouiay intelligere nolunt 
etiam Greci. At ego si utriusque lin- 
gue precerpsi, povapxiay nihil aliud 
significare scio, quam singulare et uni- 
cum imperium; non tamen prescri- 
bere monarchiam ideo, quia unius sit, 
eum cujus sit aut filium non habere, 
aut ipsum se sibi filium fecisse, aut 
monarchiam suam non per quos velit 
administrare. Atquin nullam dico do- 
minationem ita unius sui esse, ita sin- 
gularem, ita monarchiam, ut non etiam 
per alias proximas personas adminis- 


tretur, quas ipsa prospexerit officiales 
sibi. Si vero et filius fuerit ei, cujus 
monarchia sit, non statim dividi eam, 
et monarchiam esse desinere, si parti- 
ceps ejus adsumatur et filius: sed pro- 
inde illius esse principaliter, a quo 
communicatur in filium; et dum illius 
est, proinde monarchiam esse, que a 
duobus tam unicis continetur. —[p. 
502. 
° larnis was a notion of Praxeas; see 
Tertullian’s treatise adv. Prax., c x. 
p- 505. ] 

P Hoc mihi et in tertium gradam 
dictum sit.—[Tertull. ibid. } 
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charge of Sabellianism on the venerable writer. ‘ He seems,”’ soox 11. 
he says‘, “to have thought, that the reason, i. e. the Adyos iH 4.5 

_ itself, whereby the Father Himself is rational, (Noyexds,) and Ariens. 

which we conceive of as the form in His essence, is the Son of ¢oR4s. 

God.” But whence this seems, whence this fancy, by which [560] 

the Jesuit was so grossly deceived, as to believe that a man, 

by the confession of all the learned most learned, was so 

foolish, so absolutely devoid of understandmg and even 

of common sense, that he supposed that the very mind itself 

of God the Father, or that reason itself which is, as it were, 

the form of God the Father, and by which He Himself is 

rational, (Aoyexos,) came forth, or proceeded, from Him, just 

before the framing of the world, in order to frame the world? 

No doubt it arises from these words, “ From the beginning 

God, being eternal Mind, Himself had within Himself His 

Logos, [Word or Reason,] being eternally possessed of rea- 

son,” (Aoyexds,) 1. €. rational; in which words indeed he is 

proving the co-eternal existence of the Word with God the 

Father by this argument; God the Father is eternal mind, 

and possessed of reason (Aoyixos) from eternity, therefore the 

Word (6 Adyos) existed in and with Him from eternity. Now 

who would conclude from this, that the Word in the opinion 

of Athenagoras, was the actual mind or reason of the Father? 

Nay, who would not conclude the very contrary? For if this 

had been the view of Athenagoras, he would have been simply 

trifling, proving the conclusion from itself! in this way ; God ! idem per 

is eternal mind: therefore from eternity He had mind in ‘*™ 

Himself. In truth, although Athenagoras a little before 

called the Son of God “the mind’ of the Father,’ (that is, 

in the sense which we there explained,) nevertheless in this 

passage (where he is speaking more properly and strictly) he 

clearly distinguishes the Word (Adyos) or Son of God from 

the divine mind itself, and not obscurely teaches, that the 

latter is the cause of the former. But in order that the 

reader may be extricated from this labyrinth, it is to be ob- - 

served that Athenagoras, with almost all the ancients, held 

that the Divine Person whom we call the Word and Son of 

God, was in an ineffable and altogether incomprehensible 


a [i. 3. 4.] 435, and Bp. Bull’s observations, p. 
* (See the passage quoted above, p. 434.] 
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on THE manner born from eternity of! the mind and thought of God 

city op the Father. And there are many considerations to lead us to 

tHe son. believe, that this mystery was handed down from the Apo- 

[561] stles themselves. Andrew Rivet, in his Exercitation iii. on 

* Genesis, chap. i., near the end, affirms that this is certain from 

the Scriptures: “ We hold it,” says he, “to be certain from 

? ordinem. the Scriptures, that there exists such a relation’ between the 

Father and the Son, as between him who speaks within 

>loquen- [himself*], and the Adyos or inward speech of him who [so] 

fem 1n- speaks.” Be that however as it may, it is clear that most 

of the ancients were altogether of this opinion. For they 

laid it down that the Word of God the Father was so called, 

from a comparison made, primarily, not with the external 

‘two. speaking of man, but with the internal thought‘ and notion 

of the human mind, which philosophers call the word of the 

mind, verbum mentis; wherefore as that internal word ne- 

cessarily flows forth from the mind of man, and exists 

simultaneously with it, so from God the Father, who is 

‘gigni. eternal mind, His Word is necessarily produced®, and is co- 

eternal with Him; and lastly, as man, the image of God, 

Sexperitur. when he is thinking, 1s conscious® of another person, as it 

were, within him, holding converse with him; so in God, 

(who is the archetypal image, pf whom whatsoever is more 

obscurely shadowed forth in man, is in Himself beheld most 

perfectly,) His Word is in very deed another than Him- 

self, and a Person altogether distinct. To this effect 

Tertullian elegantly unfolds this mystery in his Treatise 

against Praxeas, c. 5, in the following words*: “ Observe 

that when thou thyself art silently conversing with thyself, 

| this very process is carried on within thee by reason, she 

7 cum ser- meeting thee together with a word’ at every movement of thy 

.._ thought, and every impulse of thy conception®’. Whatsoever 
sensus 

[i.q.%voa, thou thinkest, there is word; whatsoever thou conceivest, there 

cfili.10.5.] is reason. It cannot be but thou must speak that in thy 

° pateris. mind; and when thou [so] speakest, thou hast? a word con- 

versing with thee, in which [word] there is that very reason, 


c * Vide quum tacitus tecum ipse con- _taveris, sermo est ; quodcumque sen- 
grederis, ratione hoc ipsum agi intra te, seris, ratio est. Loquaris illud in ani- 
occurrente ea tibi cum sermone adom- mo, necesse est; et dum loqueris, con- 
nem cogitatus tui motum, et ad omnem __locutorem pateris sermonem, in quo 
sensus tui pulsum. Quodcumque cogi- _inest hec ipsa ratio, qua cum eo cogi- 
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whereby in thinking thou speakest with that [word], through soox 11. 
which [word] in speaking thou thinkest. So in a certain way 5 5 6. 
the word is a second [person] within thee, through whom in Ayana. 
thinking thou speakest, and through whom in speaking thou ©°R4s. 
thinkest. The word itself is another [than thyself.} How [562] 
much more fully then is this carried on in God, of whom 

thou also art counted’ as the image and likeness, in that He ! censeria 
has within Him reason even in silence, and in reason a word.” 

Now every one must see that the argument of Athenagoras 
proceeds correctly upon this hypothesis. The meaning of 
Athenagoras, however, has been expressed more clearly by his 
contemporary Tatian, who spoke of the co-eternal existence 

of the Father and the Son in these words‘: “ With Him, 
through a rational power (Aoyiens Suvdyews) the Word 
(Adryos,) who was in Him, subsisted".” And a little after- 

wards [he speaks of] “the Word (Adyos) from out the 
rational power (Aoysens Suvdews).”” Observe here that the 

Word (Aéyos) is plainly distinguished from the rational 

power (AoytxHs Suvapews) of God the Father, and the latter 

is plainly laid down to be the cause of the former: this will 

be more fully demonstrated when we come to Tatian. 

6. Certainly, if those who employ this reasoning of Athe- 207 
nagoras in proof of the co-eternity of the Son with the 
Father, are to be accounted Sabellians, almost the whole of 
antiquity, prior to the council of Nice, was Sabellian; nay, 
the Catholics who lived at the time of that council, and after 
it, must also be classed as Sabellians, seemg that they used 
the self-same argument. I could here adduce several wit- 
-messes, but the great Athanasius will be in the stead of them 
all; who thus argues in his second oration* against the Arians : 

God is eternally in being; since then the Father is ever 
in being, His effulgence also, which is His Word, is also 
eternally in being. And again, God, who is [self- |existent’, 25 a» deds. 


tans loquaris, per quem loquens cogi- t Orat. contr. Grecos, pp. 145, 146. 
tas. Ita secundus quodammodo in te [§ a 247. See below, p. 448. ] 


est sermo, per quem loqueris cogitando, * (See our note below at p. 448, 
et per quem cogitas loquendo; ipse where this passage is more fully quoted. 
sermo alius est. Quanto ergo plenius —B.] 
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444, This view approved, and explained by Petavius himself. 


on tHe has from Himself His Word also [self-]existent!, and neither 
Vity op Bath the Word come afterwards into being, not being pre- 
tHE son. viously in existence, nor was the Father at any time without 
[568] a Word’.” But why need I say more? Petavius’ himself in 

1 Sera roy another place judges this kind of argument to be sound and 
: troves, substantial, and sets it forth admirably: “ With respect to 
[without those ancients,” he says, “who argue thus, that the Son is 
Word]. therefore co-eternal with the Father, because the Father never 
existed without His wisdom and power, nor the light with- 

out its brightness, and other things of the same kind; they 

rightly use these [illustrations], if they be taken, not in what 

is called a formal, but in a causal or illative sense. For al- 

though the Son, so far forth as He is the Son, is not that very 

wisdom, whereby the Father is wise; still He is necessarily 
conjoined with it, and arises from it. For the wisdom or in- 
telligence which is in the Father, yea which is the Father, is 

a simple act, not a habit or faculty. Moreover, every act of 

8 sapiendi. thinking’ and understanding necessarily involves an express 
‘expressam DOtion* or thought’, i. e. a word, nor can it even be con- 
notionem. ceived in the mind without it. Justly therefore do the 
tia, fathers infer the eternity of the Word from the eternity of 
the Father. ‘For never’ (says Cyril') ‘will there be mind 

without word, nor can word be conceived of, unless it have 

6mentem formed mind° in it.’ This he more fully explains in the fifth 
formatam. book of his Thesaurus. And as we rightly conclude that the 
wisdom, whereby the Father is formally wise, existed from 

eternity in the Father, from this, that the Father never ex- 

isted without wisdom ; so do we also prove, by no less neces- 

[564] sary consequence, that the Wisdom which was produced from 
Yexpres- that and made express’, existed from all eternity, imasmuch 
sam. ___ as Hecould not in very act® be wise, that is to say, [He could 
sintellinere not] understand’, without an express notion and Word ; espe- 
non potuit. Clally when as for the Father to be wise, in that very respect 
that He is the Father, (i. e. as respects what is peculiar to 

Him, and as respects His personality,) is nothing else than 

for Him to be speaking; which cannot even be conceived 
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of without an express notion and word, as it were a term; 800K 11. 
so that in this way the Word may be called, as it were, an ‘s 6-8. 
extrinsic form, by means of which the Father hath this, that avaena_ 
He be speaking and understanding’ in act. ... Thus those 69848. 
points which the ancients establish im their disputations gens actu. 
touching the eternity of the Son are most true, that the 
Father never was without Word (d@Aoyos), or without Wisdom 
(adocogos). For in very truth He would have been without 
Reason or Word and Wisdom, if He had not from eternity 
been understanding in act*; which cannot be without a? actu ipso 
Word.” So far Petavius with his accustomed erudition and intellex- 
acuteness. Let us now proceed in our explanation of this 
famous passage of Athenagoras. 

7. Fourthly, Athenagoras clearly teaches, that the Word, 
by means of that going forth® of which he is speaking, is in * xpoé,- 
no wise separated from God the Father, nor exists externally *”’* : 
to Him; but, as before His going forth and from eter- 
nity He was in God the Father, so afterwards and even to 
eternity does he abide in the Father. For He asserts that 
the Father and the Son are even now in such wise one, that 
the Son is in the Father, and the Father in the Son. There- 
fore, according to Athenagoras, that going forth of the Word 
was only [a going forth] im operation’; which he also him-¢ évepyn- 
self expressly intimates, when he declares that He proceeded 7” 
forth in order to be the active power of the creation’. In ‘utenergia 
a word, according to the mind of Athenagoras, the Word foret rerum 
before His going forth differs in this respect alone from rum. 
the Word such as He was after His going forth, in that 
before His going forth the Word was with the Father as it 
were quiescent, whereas afterwards He was Adyos ev evepyeia, 
the Word in operation: so that in both states the Word 
is altogether one and the same, and always abiding in the 
same God the Father. 

8. Fifthly and lastly, from all this it follows, that although [565] 
Athenagoras may have thought that the Word was called 
the first-offspring® of God the Father, because of His going ¢ xparo» 
forth, yet he by no means meant that that procession was 7” 
the generation, true and properly so called, of the Word 
Himself. For that alone is to be called the true and proper 
generation of any thing or person, by which it is brought into 
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446 (v.) that this going forth was not the proper generation 


being (ylyverac) or produced ; but Athenagoras expressly de- 
nies that the Word and Son of God was brought into being’, 
or produced, by the going forth of which he is speaking. But 
as a thing is often said then to be, or to be brought into 
being’, when it appears, so the Word and Son of God, who 
without any beginning existed from God the Father and 
with Him, as the co-eternal offspring of the eternal mind, is 
said to have been then, as it were, born, when in the crea- 
tion of all things He was manifested to the creatures, both 
Himself, and God the Father through Him. Read again our 
observations on Justin in chap. 2. § 2. of this book, near 
the end, [p. 405.] Hence, as we shall hereafter see, certain 
of the ancients called this going forth of the Word the reve- 
lation and shewing® of the Son of God, and said that thence- 
forth He became, as it were, visible to the world; so that it 
is clear that they understood a generation which is figurative 
and metaphorically so-called. To sum up the whole subject 
in a few words. The true and proper generation of the Son is 
that alone whereby from eternity He existed of ‘God the Father 
as the production of the eternal mind Itself. It is, I repeat, 
on account of this His eternal origination and existence from 
the Father, that He is truly called the Son of God; so far 
forth, that is, as, in the language of Tertullian®, “ Every ori- 
gin is a parent, and every thing which is produced from an 
origin is an offspring.” With Tertullian agrees Athanasius?, 
in his fifth Oration against the Arians; “For if,” he says, 
“the Word be not of God, they would with reason have de- 
nied that He is a Son; but since He is of God, how is it 
they do not see at once that that which is from any one is 
the son of that from which also it is?” And afterwards in 
the same Oration‘ he writes; ‘“ The Word then is the Son, not 
lately made to be or called the Son, but ever the Son; for if 
He be not the Son, neither is He the Word; and if He be 
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not the Word, neither is He the Son. For that which is of soox 11. 
the Father is the Son; and what is of the Father except the “g's,” 
Word, which proceeded from His heart, and was begotten Aruena-— 
of His womb'?” But was Athenagoras ignorant of this? 40"4* 
Certainly not. For we have already fully shewn that he Oh ver. 
acknowledged the eternal production of the Word from the »néeis. 
divine mind. Therefore when all things are duly weighed, 
it seems that one point only admits of censure in this state- 
ment of Athenagoras, that he calls the Word the First-off- 
spring of the Father, on account of the going forth of which 
he is speaking. But whoever shall bring this charge against 
Athenagoras, will evidently be himself convicted of useless 
and vain logomachy. For to what purpose is it to wrangle 
about words and modes of speaking when we are agreed 
about the thing itself? Again, as we shall clearly prove [567] 
hereafter, the catholic fathers who lived after the rise of the 
Arian controversy, and among them Athanasius himself, laid 
down that the Son of God is called the first-born, zpwro- 
toxos, (which certainly means the same thing as Athenagoras’ 
ap@toyv yevynua,) in consequence of His going forth from 
God the Father to create the universe, and hence con- 
ceived that going forth to be, as it were, a kind of genera- 
tion of the Son. I would however intreat the reader, who 
loves and is anxious about the truth, firmly to keep in 
memory this explanation of the most learned Athenagoras, 
(in which he himself a little after* professes, that he is speak- 
ing very exactly’ respecting the Christian doctrine ;) and, if ? axp:Bo- 
he do this, I venture to pledge myself that he will be more *7™ 
successful in arriving at the mind of the other ancient 
fathers, who meant the same as Athenagoras, although their 
expressions were generally more obscure. And so much for 
Athenagorase. 

4 p. 11. (§ 11. p. 287. See chap. xi. thor has more in his reply to G. Clerke, 


of this book. ] § 26, 27.—B. } 
e (Concerning Athenagoras the au- 


ON THE 
CO-ETER- 
NITY OF 
THE s80N. 


Adyou 
Sivamuy. 


25, iréota- 
ots TOU 
wayrds. 


3 udvos. 


[568] 
43a Aoyi- 
js duvd- 
pews. 

5 ris &wAd- 
THTOS av- 
TOV. 


CHAPTER VI. 


THE DOCTRINE OF TATIAN RESPECTING THE ETERNITY OF THE SON FULLY 
SET FORTH. 


1. Arrern Athenagoras comes his contemporary Tatian. 
He also is classed by Petavius, and by the author of the 
Irenicum, and by Sandius, amongst those fathers who agreed 
with Arius in denying the eternity of the Son. I might 
indeed allege that this Tatian, after the death of his master 
Justin, lapsed into heresy; and that, in consequence, he 
is of no authority. But we have no need of this answer. 
The words of Tatian, from which Petavius, and after him the 
others whom I have mentioned, inferred that (alleged) heresy 
of his, seem to me only to require an attentive and candid 
interpretation. For thus he writes in his Oration against 
the Greeks‘; “ But I will set forth,” he says, “our doctrines 
with greater clearness. God was in the beginning, and the 
beginning, as we have received, was the power of the Word!. 
For the Sovereign Lord of all, being Himself that where- 
in the universe subsists?, was indeed, in respect of the 
creation, which had not as yet been brought into being, 
alone®; but in that He Himself was all power, [and] that 
wherein both visible and invisible things subsist, with Him 
were all things. For with Himself, through rational power‘, 
there subsisted Himselfs and the Word which was in Him". 
And by the will of His simplicity!®, the Word bounds forth; 


! pavepdrepov 5t exOhoopa: Td Tpé- 
rope @eds qv ev apxh Thy 5 apxhy 
Adyou Sbvauy waperaAtpapuer. 5 yap de- 
oxdrns tav BrAwy, abros indpxwy Toi 
mayros 7% irdéoracis, Kara wey Thy un- 
Sérw yeyernudyvny wolnow pdvos Fv" 
Kad 3& waca duvduis dparay re nad 
dopdrwv abrds ixdotacis hv, oly abte 
7a wdyra, obv air@ yap ia AoyiKis 
Suvduews abrds nal & Adyos, bs Av év 
abrg, iréarnce. OeAfpari St THs arAd- 
THTOS abrovd mpowndg Adyos* 6 St Adyos 
ov KaTd KEevov xwphoas tpyov mpwrédro- 
Koy Tov watpos yiverat. TovToy lopmey 


Tov Kéopou Thy apxhy.—p. 145. [§ 4, 5. 
p. 247. ] 

& abrds xal 6 Adyos. [So translated 
by Bp. Bull; vid. infr., p. 455, sqq. } 

h These words (see note p. 443,) 
are differently pointed and interpreted 
by the Benedictine editor, civ abr¢ 
7 advra (ovv airg@ yap) 3a Aoy- 
js Suvduews airds nal bd Adyos bs 
hy ev airg ixédsrnoe, omnia cum eo 
per rationalem potentiam sustentabat 
ipsum etiam tllud Verbum, quod erat in 
€0. . . “with Him did the very 
Word Himself also, who subsisted (4y) 


Passage from Tatian quoted and explained. 449 


but the Word having gone forth not in vain', becomes the soox m. 
First-born work of the Father; Him we know [as] the 8 1. o. 
Beginning of the world.” Of this passage I will set be- Taran. | 
fore the impartial reader an explanation which, when he’ «ard xe- 
has understood, I expect that he will readily of his own voi Xwph- 
judgment acquit Tatian of heresy, at least in this article; 
and clearly perceive his agreement with the Nicene fathers 
on the main point of the matter which is now in question. 

2. The following words, then, require first to be considered : 
“God was in the beginning, and the Beginning, as we have 
received, was the power of the Word.” Here it is of the 
greatest importance for us rightly to understand, what Tatian 
means by the power of the Word, (Acyou Suvapis.) Peta- 
vius* thought that by Adyou Suvvaurs was meant the same 
which Tatian soon afterwards calls Aoy:xjy Sivapty, rational 
power, by which again, in his opinion, nothing else is to be 
understood than “the force and power of reason, according 
to which God is able to produce all things.” I am myself, 
however, quite persuaded that by Adyou Svvauss we must 
here certainly understand the power of the Word, that 1s 
to say, the Word of God Himself, who is also called the Son 
of God. And I proceed to establish this by what are, if I 
mistake not, most evident reasons. In the first place, Acyou 
Svvayus is uniformly found used in this sense in other places 
in Tatian. It is thus used twice in the next page, where 
Tatian, after he had said that the Word, or Son of God, 
created man after the angels, goes on to speak of the provi- 
dence of that Word with regard to man now created in the 


[569] 


with Him, uphold all things through 
rational power.’’ In the expression Ta 
axavra bxéornoe, Tatian perhaps had in 
view Col. i. 17, ra wdyra év airg ovy- 
éornxe.—B. The Benedictine editor 
considered the clause oty abrg yap to 
be spurious, and referred to the words of 
Tertullian against Praxeas, c. 5, quoted 
below, c. x. § 5, as an imitation of this 
passage. Bp. Kaye (Justin M. ed. 2. 
pp- 160—162) retains the usual read- 
ing, and translates the words thus; 
‘‘For with Him also by a Rational 
Power subsisted the Word, who was in 
Him.” On this he says, ‘‘I have fol- 
lowed Petavius, thinking his transla- 
tion more agreeable both to the con- 
struction of the sentence and to the 


BULL. 


whole scope of the passage, being fur- 
ther confirmed in this opinion by a 
corresponding passage of Tertullian,” 
&c.; that is, the passage just referred 
to: he adds, ‘‘ The Oxford editor” 
(Worth, Oxon. 1700) “suggests very 
plausibly that we should read’’ (rather 
that Tertullian read) ‘‘ adrod instead of 
abtds.’” } 

i (Bp. Kaye (ibid.) translates these 
words ‘by the unity of His will;’’ 
adding in the note, “ By ‘the will of 
His simplicity’ I conceive that Tatian 
meant to express the simplicity of the 
Divine Nature, and the consequent 
unity of His Divine Will.’’ ] 

k De Trin. i. 3. 5. 
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450 Power of the Word elsewhere in T. the Word Himself. 


following words! ; ‘“‘ And the power of the Word, foreknowing 
in Itself what was about to come to pass,—not by fate, but 
through the determination’ of the choice of beings possessed 
of freewill,—foretold the issues of the future; and became 
the restrainer of wickedness, by means of prohibitions”, and 
an encourager through praise’ of such as should™ be good. 
And when they went out together after one that was more 
subtle than the rest, as being the first produced‘, and men 
set up as God even him who had risen up against the law 
of God, then the power of the Word rejected from inter- 
course with Himself, both him who had begun the folly, 
and those who had followed along with him.” Here every 
one sees that the power of the Word is nothing else than 
the Word Himself, or the Son of God. Hence also in the 
latter part of the sentence, the nominative 7 Suvayes, (the 
power,) although of the feminine gender, has yet a masculine 
pronoun av7@, (him) referring to it; no doubt because 7 
dvvayus Tov Aoyou (the power of the Word) is in sense 6 
Aovos, the Word, Himself. And hence Tatian immediately 
after expresses “the power of the Word” in terms which 
more explicitly designate a Divine Person. ‘ And he,” (he 
says,) “who was made after the image of God, when the 
more powerful Spirit has been separated from him, becomes 
mortal.”” Here, as I would remark in passing, it is after 
the manner of the ancient writers that Tatian calls the Word 
a Spirit, which he had also done before, saying"; “ For 
the heavenly Word, begotten a Spirit from the Father,” &c. 
There is only one other place, if I remember rightly, where 
the expression, “the power of the Word,” occurs exactly in 
the same sense; namely, where in the same Oration®, the 


1 4 5é rod Adyou Suvauis, Zxovea wap’ 
éaurf xpoyvworikdy 7d wéAAoy aroBal- 
ve, ov Kal? eiuapuévny, TH bE Tay al- 
poupévey abretovoiwy yvdun, TOV per- 
Advrwy mpovdeye Tas aroPdoes. Kat 
Tis wey wovnpias KwAuThs éylvero Be 
a&maryopevcewy, Tay St pedAdAdvrwy &ya- 
Gay éyxwpiacrhs. Kal éresdh Tin ppo- 
vipwrépy rapa Tovs Aoiwobs byri 5d Td 
mpwrdyovoy cuvernxodAovdncay, kal Ody 
dvedertay of &vOpwror Kal Toy emanord- 
pevoy TP vouy Tov Beod, rére 7 Tov 
Adyou Svvaus Tdv Te &ptavta THs aro- 
volas, kal rous ovvaxoAov0}caytas Tov- 
Ty, Ths ov abt@ Sialrns wapyrhoato. 


... Kal d pev war’ eixdva rod @cod ye- 
yovms, xwpiobévros ax’ abtod rod axvev- 
paros Tov Suvarwrépou, Oynrds viverra. 
—p. 146. [§ 7. p. 249.] 

m (Bp. Bull read peAAdvrey, (* such 
as should be,”’) probably by conjecture. 
All the editions and MSS. have pevdy- 
twv, (‘of such as persevere” in good- 
ness. )—B. ] 

D Adyos yap 6 éroupdvios wvedpua ye- 
yovws &xd Tov Marpdés.—[Ibid. ad init. 
cap. 7.] 

© [Adyou duvdue: KaTaxoAovOnoor, |— 
p. 157. [§ 18. p. 259. ] 


So here; identified with the Beginning, t. e. the Word. 451 


Christian man is said to “follow the power of the Word,” 800x m1. 


that is, as is clear from the context, the Word Himself, or 8 2, 3 
Son of God. TATIAN. 


8. But this interpretation of ours is strengthened also 
by this second reason. With Tatian “the power of the 
Word” is manifestly the same as “ the Beginning ;” but he 
himself a little after interprets “the Beginning” by “the 
Word,” or Son of God. If you compare the words of Tatian 
which are found at the beginning of the passage which we 
have quoted, with those which conclude it, you will see this 
more clearly. In the former there is, “the Beginning 
(apy7v), a8 we have received, is the power of the Word ;” 
in the latter, “ Him” (rovrov, namely tov Aoyov, the Word 
or Son of God, of whom he had before spoken), “we know 
to be the Beginning of the world.” Who can doubt that [571] 
Tatian in both places was speaking of the same Beginning? 
Nor is it a conceit of his own, which the Assyrian doctor 
here delivers to us, but the general! opinion of Christians: ! commv- 
as he not obscurely intimates by the words, “we have re-"" 
ceived,” and “we know.” For very many of the ancients 
designated the Word or Son of God the Beginning, that, 
namely, wherein God was before the creation of the world, 
and so from eternity, and wherein God created the world. 
So Theophilus of Antioch, the contemporary of Tatian, in his 
first book to Autolycus enumerating the names of God, says’, 
“If I should speak of the Word I speak of His Beginning’.” * thy ép-_ 
This same Theophilus, in his second book4 to Autolycus, re- *” “7” 
specting the Son of God, says, “He is called the Beginning’®.” ? 4px. 
And presently after in the same passage; “ He, therefore, 
being the Spirit of God, and Beginning, and Wisdom, and 
Power of the Most High.” So Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 
vii., calls the Son of God both “ Him that is without begin- 
ning” and “the Beginning'.” So again Origen, Homil. 1. 
on Genesis, at the very outset, on the [opening] words*, “In 
the beginning God created the heaven and the earth,” makes 
these observations; ‘‘ What is the Beginning of all things, 


P el Adyow clxw, dpxhy abrov Aéyw.— ara 
p. 71. [§ 3. p. 389.—B. But see the r [rh &xpovoy nal &vapxov apxhy re 
note of the Benedictine editor. kal amapxhy ray bvtwy, Toy vidy.—p. 
4 obros Aéyera: apyh'...ouTos ody 829; quoted above, ch. 2. § 6. p. 409. ] 
dy xvetpa @eov, xal dpxh, wal cogla, * In principio creavit Deus coclum et 
cad Sivauis iblorov.—p. 88. [§ 10. p. terram. Quod est omnium principium, 
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452 The Beginning understood by the ancients to be the Word. 


but our Lord and the Saviour of all, Jesus Christ, the First- 
born of every creature? It was in this Beginning, there- 
fore, that is, in His Word, that God created the heaven and 
the earth.” And thus, finally, (to pass by other Antenicene 
fathers,) Methodius, in the extracts from his treatise on the 
Creation', preserved in Photius, cod. 235‘, writing on the 
same passage of Genesis says; “If by ‘the Beginning’ any 
one should understand Wisdom Herself,” (that is to say, the 
Son of God,) “he would not err.” And the catholic fathers, 
who wrote after the rise of the Arian controversy, treated the 
subject in a similar way. For Gregory Nazianzen in his 
thirty-second Oration", which he delivered in the second 
cecumenical council, of one hundred and fifty bishops, thus 
distinguishes the three Persons of the Godhead; “ That 
which is ‘without beginning, the Beginning, and that which 
is with the Beginning, one God.” And afterwards’ he says, 
“The Name of that which is without beginning is the Father; 
of the Beginning, the Son; and of that which is with the 
Beginning, the Holy Ghost; but the nature of these three is 
one, [i. e.] God.” Moreover, Augustine*, Jerome, and many 
others so expound the words of Moses, “In the beginning 
God created,” &c., as to interpret “the Beginning” of the 
Son of God. Now by these arguments I think it has been 
sufficiently proved that by the expression, “the power of the 
Word,” Tatian altogether meant the Word Himself, or Son 
of God. But to what purpose, you will ask, did Tatian say, 
that God the Father was in the Word, as in the Beginning, 
before the foundation of the world, and so from eternity ? 
I answer: Tatian had said concerning God in the words 
immediately preceding’, ‘‘He who is in want of nothing 
ought not to be traduced? by us, as if He were in want ;” now 
this he further states in the words next following, which we 


nisi Dominus noster et Salvator om- 
nium, Jesus Christus, primogenitus 
omnis creature? In hoc ergo prin- 
cipio, hoc est, in Verbo suo, Deus cee- 
lum et terram fecit.—([vol. ii. p. 52.] 

t dpxhy 5& abrhy thy codiay A€ywv 
tis, ob &v audprou—p. 939. [quoted 
above, book ii. chap. 13. § 10. p. 356. 
note z. ] 

" &vapxov, kal apxh, kal 7d wera Ths 
dpxijs, els @eds.—p. 519. [ Orat. xlii. 15. 


p- 758. ] 

’ Bvoua Bt rG wey avdpxep Marhp 77 
bt apxn vids’ TG St werd tis apis, 
avevna Eyiov bots bt rots tpiod pla, 
@eds.—p. 520. [ibid] 

* August. Conf. xi. 9. [vol. i. p. 199.] 
and xii. 19, 20, 28. [p. 218.] Hieron. 
Quest. in Genes. [vol. iii. p. 305.] 

y 6 wdvrov dvevdehs ob d:aBAnréos 
bg’ jay, ds évdehs.—[ubi supr., c. & 
p. 247.] 


The meaning of Tatian in using this term, explained. 458 


have up to this point been explaining, saying, that from eter- soox mr. 
nity, before any things were created, and apart from them, “63,4. 
God was self-sufficient ; not wanting place, nor any habita- Tarian. | 
tion, wherein to dwell; nor was He without One with whom [573] 
to communicate’, or in whom, as it were, to delight Himself;  sese com- 
inasmuch as from everlasting He was in His Word, and held ™’™™"* 
converse? with Him. Thus is the co-eternal existence of the * versaba- 
Word with God His Father clearly taught in this passage. ‘ar 
But Tatian also wished to intimate this, that, before the 
creation of the world, the world itself was in a certain sense 
present to God; forasmuch as there was really present with 
Him the Word, the Beginning? of the world, who is also the princi- 
idea and exemplar, or (in other words) the art divine, where- P'™™- 
by the Father, when He willed, formed the universe; as Pe- 
tavius himself has elsewhere explained the word Beginning 
(Principium) correctly and according to the meaning of the 
ancients. That this was altogether the meaning of Tatian, 
in the words adduced, will be still further evident from what 
follows in him ; to the consideration of which I now proceed. 

4. Thus then Tatian goes on: “For the Sovereign Lord 
of all, being Himself that wherein the universe subsists, was 
indeed, with respect to the creation, which had not as yet 
been brought into being, alone; but in that He Himself 
was all power, [and] that wherein both visible and invisible 
things subsist, with Him were all things. For with Him, 
through rational powes, there subsisted Himself, and the 
Word, which was in Him.” The meaning of Tatian is clearly 
this; The world and all things that are therein were (to use 
a scholastic phrase) potentially‘ (6uvdyer) with God from * in in poten- 
eternity. But how does he prove this? By this argument, ‘ 
that there subsisted from all eternity, not only God the 
Father, but also with Him, His Word, who is the Beginning 
(Principium) of the world, by whose power’, after He had, as § cujus 
it were, leaped forth and proceeded from God, all things ‘™™* 
were made. This, I say, was Tatian’s meaning; The world 
was with God from eternity in its Beginning, that is to say, 
in the Word, who from everlasting subsisted together with 
God the Father. That this may appear more clearly the [574] 
following words must be more carefully weighed; Ydv avr@ 
yap Sia Aoyixns Suvvdpews abtos Kal 6 Noxyos, ds Hv év avo, 
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454 The Word and the Father subsisting 54a Noyes Suvdpews. 


wréotnoe. (“For with Himself through rational power, 
there subsisted Himself and the Word which was in Him.”) 
I maintain that in these words the co-eternal and actual ex- 
istence of the Word with God the Father, and that as of a 
Person distinct from Him, and the eternal cause of that ex- 
istence, are plainly enough declared. For, first, with respect 
to the eternal existence of the Word with God the Father, 
Tatian clearly and expressly states, that, before the founda- 
tion of the world, and when God was as yet alone, (that is 
to say, when as yet no creature had been formed,) the Word 
was in God, and existed with God, as long, that is, as God 
Himself had existed. Secondly, he intimates that that exist- 
ence of the Word was [an] actual [existence,] in that he at- 
tributes the same mode of existence both to God the Father 
and to His Word, expressing the existence of both by the 
same word; “There subsisted (i7réornce),” he says, “ both 
Himself” (namely, God the Father) “and His Word.”’ This, 
however, will be more clearly shewn against Petavius by and 
by*. Thirdly, Tatian teaches us in more ways than one, that 
the Word existed from eternity with God the Father, as a 
Person distinct from Him. For he both says that He existed 
“with” God the Father, which can properly be said only of 
two; and, speaking of God the Father and His Word, he 
says, “both Himself and the Word which was in Him ;” 
intimating plainly enough that the Word was not God the 
Father Himself. Again, that no one should suspect that 
the Word here is simply the same as the rational power of 
God the Father, that is, His mind and reason, he openly dis- 
tinguishes the Word (6 Aoyos) from the rational power, (Ao-. 
yuxn Suvvapyts.) In the last place, with regard to the eternal 
cause of the co-eternal existence of the Word with God the 
Father, Tatian teaches that the Word from eternity subsisted 
with God the Father “through rational force'” or “ power ;” 
that is to say, that from eternity He sprung from the mind 
of the Father, the co-eternal offspring of the eternal mind; 
which we have explained above in speaking of Athena- 
goras. But you will say, how then does he say, that God 
the Father also subsisted through rational power? The 
answer is easy; God the Father, according to Tatian, sub- 
* [But see above, pp, 448, 449, note h.] 


Petavius’ translation and interpretation of the words. 455 


sisted through rational power, as through His form, that is, soox ms. 
He Himself was reason and eternal mind; whilst God the °¢44"5." 
Son, or the Word, subsisted together with God the Father, 7,,,:5. 
through rational power, as through an efficient cause, that 
is, He was from all eternity born of the mind of the Father, 
the co-eternal offspring, as we have repeatedly said, of the 
eternal mind. This statement of Tatian does indeed appear 
absurd, that before the foundation of the world there exist- 
ed with God the Father not only His Word, but Himself 
also*. But in ordinary language, such as Tatian occasion- 
ally uses, there is a common way of speaking by' which it 
is said that one is with himself. Thus for instance we 
commonly say, “There was no one with me but myself.” 
5. But we must now meet [the arguments of] Petavius. 
“Tatian,” he says>, ‘seems to have thought that the Word 
was produced by the Father from eternity, not actually!’ actu. 
and in Himself, but only in rational power and potentially’ ; * potestate. 
just as in the same [power] there existed also all things that 
were afterwards created.” But, I say, no one who gives a 
little more attention to his words can possibly think that 
Tatian entertained this opinion. For if, according to Tatian, 
to exist by* rational power be not actually, but potentially sa, 
to exist, we must suppose that Tatian was of opinion that 
God the Father Himself also existed from eternity poten- 9192 
tially only, and not actually; since he says alike of God 
the Father and of His Word, that they subsisted from eter- 
nity by rational power. But see here the spirit of Peta- [576] 
vius ; in order to make out what he wished, he distorted the 
text of Tatian, in itself plain enough, by thus translating 
the words, dia rAoyixns Suvapews adtos Kat 6 Adyos, bs Hv 
éy a’t@, Uréotnce: “ By rational power the Word Himself 
also, who was in Him, subsisted*.” But who that has even 
a slight acquaintance with Greek would not have thought 
that the words should rather be rendered as the transla- 


@ (The whole of this argument of reading of the Benedictine editor is a 
Bp. Bull is out of place with regard to mere conjecture, and is not noticed by 
the eternal existence both ofthe Father Bp. Kaye. ] 
and of the Son, if we take the verb iré- » fi. 3. 5.) 
urnoe, as the Benedictine editor does, ° | Petavius appears to have trans- 
in a transitive sense. Still the pre- lated the passage correctly. See Bp. 
existence of the Son is clear enough Kaye’s observations above, p. 449, 
from this passage of Tatian.—B. The note h.] 
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456 The eternity of the Word follows even on Petavius’ 


tion has it; “per rationalem potentiam tum ipse tum doyos, 
qui tn tpso erat, substitit ?”’ (‘Through rational power there 
subsisted both Himself and the Word which was in Him.”) 
But even if we receive the absurd version of Petavius, he 
will gain nothing by it. For I ask the Jesuit, what is to 
be made of the words, “the Word which was in Him,” (o 
Aoxyos, os Hv évy avt@)? Let him tell us how, according to 
Tatian, the Word was from eternity in God the Father. He 
must needs say, that He “was” then in power of reason, 
not in act. But see the gross solecism which would in this 
way arise from Tatian’s words. For his statement would 
come to this: The Word, which existed in God the Father, 
not actually, but by power of reason, through the power of 
reason only, not actually, subsisted with God the Father ; 
and what can be more absurd than such a statement? Be- 
sides, what sensible person can persuade himself that the 
words dca Aoyexns Suvvayews (through rational power) have 
no other meaning than éy duvdyer, (potentially!,) so far, that 
is, as this expression is uséd of things which do not yet ex- 
ist in act, but may come into existence from certain given 
causes? Surely Aoyix7 Svvamts in this place altogether means 
‘rational power,’ or ‘faculty,’ so to speak; and when the 
Word is said to have subsisted before the creation of the 
world, and even from eternity with God the Father, through 
His rational power, there is clearly intimated the cause of 
the co-eternal subsistence of the Word with God the Father. 
So that Tatian’s meaning is plain; As in man his internal 
word necessarily flows forth out of his rational power, and 
co-exists with it, so through the rational power of God, which 
was eternally in Him, the Word hath subsisted with Him 
from eternity. Besides, Tatian said before, as we have seen, 
that God was from eternity in His Word. But how so? 
Was God in one who Himself as yet existed not, save only 
potentially ? Moreover he asserts that before the foundation 
of the world God was in the Word in such sense as on that 
account not to lack one with whom to communicate. Could 
he have affirmed this of the Word, who was not as yet in 
actual existence? Lastly, that passage of Athenagoras which 
we adduced in the preceding chapter, [p. 435,] should by 
all means be referred to and compared with the words of 


translation. Tatian and Athenagoras illustrate each other. 457 


Tatian, inasmuch as these two writers mutually throw light soox mu. 
on each other. Athenagoras denies that the Word or Son “¢’5"¢." 
of God was “brought into being!;”’ adding this reason, be- T,ran. 
cause God the Father, being eternal mind, and from eter- !yerduevor. 
nity rational, (Aoyexos,) that is, possessing® what Tatian calls ?pollensin. 
‘rational power,’ (Noyex7 Svvayus,) necessarily had the Word 
within Himself from eternity. But how, according to Athe- 
nagoras, did God the Father have the Word within Himself 
from eternity? Was it potentially only? Absurd! For in this 
sense the learned writer might with equally good reason have 
affirmed that throughout nature there was nothing “ brought 
into being’ :” inasmuch as all things existed from eternity in *yerdnerr. 
the divine power. Athenagoras, therefore, certainly meant 
an actual existence of the Word, and Tatian the same. And, 
indeed, who does not perceive the exact agreement between 
them both, in what they say respecting the eternity of the 
Word? Athenagoras argues that God the Father had the 
Word in Himself from eternity, because He was from eter- 
nity rational (Aoycxos) ; Tatian in like manner declares that 
the Word subsisted with God the Father, before the creation 
of the world and so from eternity; but how? dd Aoyixijs 
Suvdpews, “ by* [means of] rational power.” The thing ‘dd 
surely speaks for itself. Let us go on in our explanation of 
Tatian’s text. 

6. The following words come next in Tatian; “And by [578] 
the will of His simplicity the Word bounds forth; but the 
Word having gone forth not in vain becomes the First-born 
work of the Father; Him we know as the Beginning of the 
world.” Here Tatian’s rod Aoyou mpomndnats, “the bound- 
ing forth of the Word,” is plainly the same as Athenagoras’ 
mpoédevars, “the going forth” of the same [Word.] Tatian, 
however, manifestly intimates that that self-same Word, who 
from eternity subsisted in God the Father and together with 
Him, “bounded forth” from God, when God willed to create 
the world. But how did He bound forth? Surely in opera- 
tion *, or, in other words, in order to be the active principle § év évep- 
of the creation’, as Athenagoras explained the matter ; or, as yl. 


6 rerum 


Tatian himself presently, in order to be the Beginning (or creanda. 
rum évép- 


Principle) of the world (4py7 rod xécpov). Tatian’s First- ..,,, 
born work, wpwrdtoxov épyov, is evidently the same (al- 
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458 Tatian held the Word to be uncreate and Divine. 


though rather harshly expressed) as Athenagoras’ mrparov 
yévynya, First-offspring. Both writers alluded to the Apo- 
stle’s words, Col. i. 15, rpwrotoxos mraons xricews, “ the First- 
born of every creature.” But Tatian calls the Word a work, 
Epyov, not considered in Himself, (for he had just before de- 
clared that He subsisted from eternity,) but with respect to 
His “ bounding forth” (arpom7jdyots); 80 that his meaning is; 
When God willed to create the world, He first caused that 
His Word should bound forth from Him; in other words, 
His first work was the sending forth of the Word, in order 
that through Him in turn! this universe might be constituted. 
It is, indeed, most certain that Tatian did not conceive the 
Word to have been a work (épyov), that is, a creature, or 
any thing made; for his doctrine was manifestly this, that 
between matter, and God the Creator of matter, there is — 
nothing intermediate; that, therefore, every creature what- 
soever (not even excepting angelic nature itself) is composed 
of matter; that it is the property of matter to have a begin- 
ning; lastly, that the One Creator of matter is God. Now 
he who taught this, at the same time entirely distinguishes 
the Word from matter, and manifestly lays down that the 
former is Maker of the latter. This will appear most clearly 
from a comparison of some passages of Tatian ; “ The case,” 
says he‘, ‘stands thus; we may see that the whole fabric of 
the world and the entire creation is both made out of mat- 
ter, and that matter itself put forth by God.” A hittle after, 
in the same passage, he lays down in course that the very 
demones, as the heathens called them, that is to say, the 
angels, received their constitution, that is, were compacted, 
out of matter’. The same writer, in a passage a little after 
that which we have been thus far examining, both distin- 
guishes the Word of God from all matter, and expressly de- 
clares Him to be the Creator of matter. For the Word is 
there said by Tatian® “to have Himself created matter for 
Himself ;”’ then, after a short interval, these words follow, 
“For matter is not without beginning, as God is, nor yet, 
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He applies to Him the name of God. 459 


from being without beginning, is it of equal power with 800x m. 
God; but it is produced'; and not brought into being’ by g 5. vin 8 1. 
any other, but put forth*® by the Maker of all things alone.” Taian. _ 
Hence Tatian, whilst he invariably used the most sacred ° yer. 
name of God cautiously and most religiously, nowhere attri- , ai 
buting it to any other but the true God, yet did not hesitate Brmuden, 
expressly to call the Word, God‘, “ For,” he says, “we do 

not talk foolishly, O Greeks, nor narrate fables to you, when 

we declare that God was made in the form of man.” And 

in other places he frequently expresses himself to the same [580] 
purpose ; I would not, however, undertake altogether to vin- 

dicate the similes which Tatian employs, after the passages 

which we have hitherto explained, to illustrate, as he might, 

the mystery of the eternal production, or “bounding forth” 

of the Word. There are very few similitudes, if, indeed, 

there are any, especially such as are applied to explain things 
pertaining to God‘, (seeing that these are matters concerning ‘res divi- 
which we can but speak with stammering lips,) which do not 

fail in some one point or other. We have now, I think, 

given a sufficient explanation of Tatian’s doctrine touching 


the co-eternity of the Son. 


CHAPTER VII. 214 


THE VIEWS AND BELIEF OF THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH RESPECTING THE ETER- 
NITY OF THE SON CLEARLY SHEWN TO HAVE BEEN, IN THE MAIN, SOUND, 
CATHOLIC, AND AGREEING WITH THE NICENE CREED. 


1. THEroruitus follows, the sixth bishop of the Church of THEOPHI- 
Antioch, after the Apostles. Petavius® placed him also in m 
the list of those Antenicene fathers who sanctioned by their 
approval the blasphemous saying of Arius respecting the 
Son of God, There was a time when He was not. Let The- 
ophilus, therefore, come forth in person on the arena, to con- 
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wera. 145. [p. 248. ] res.—p. 159. [§ 21. p. 262.] 
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460 Extracts from Theophilus of Antioch ; what he meant by 


tend strenuously for his own orthodoxy; but let him come 
forth unmaimed, fully accoutred and protected by his own 
armour, not despoiled of his arms and mutilated, as Petavius 
introduces him. In his second book to Autolycus, after saying 
that the prophets had spoken what was consonant [with fact] 
concerning the past and the present, so that there can be 
no reason for doubting about the future, but that they also 
will all in due season come to pass, he thus proceeds); 
‘ And first of all they taught us with one accord, that He 
made all things out of nothing'; for nothing is cozeval with 
God; but He being a place unto Himself’ and in need of 
nothing, and rising above prior to all ages*, willed to create 
man, by whom He might be known; for him therefore did 
He prepare the world beforehand; for he that is created 1s 
also in need [of other things] besides; whilst the uncreate is 
in want of nothing besides [ Himself.] God, therefore, having 
His own Word indwelling‘ in His own bowels, begat Him 
together with His own Wisdom’, having breathed Him forth’ 
before all things. This Word He had as the minister of 
the things which were brought into being by Him, and 
through Him hath He made the universe. He is called 
the Beginning (apy7,) because He is the Principle‘ and 
Lord’ of all things which were created through Him. He 
accordingly, being the Spirit of God, the Beginning, the 
Wisdom, and the Power of the Most High, descended into 
the prophets, and through them spake the things that con- 
cern the creation of the world and all the other things; for 
the prophets were not in being, when the world was made, 
but the Wisdom which is in Him, being the Wisdom of God, 
[was in being,] and His Holy Word, who is ever present 
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1 That is, [together with] the Holy 
Ghost. See book ii. 4. 9. [p. 153.] 


the generation of the Word just before the Creation. 461 


with Him.” To this should be added another passage of soox 11 
Theophilus in the same book ; where, after calling the Word “(’"o"™ 
the Son of God, in order that the heathen might not en- T,rorni- 
tertain any absurd notion respecting the Son of God, (in ©. 
imitation, as it would seem, of Athenagoras,) he carefully 
subjoins :an explanation of the mystery in the following 
words): “ Not as the poets and fablers speak of sons of the 
gods begotten by [sexual] intercourse, but as the truth sets 
’ forth, the Word that is evermore indwelling! in the heart of} saxavrds 
God. For before any thing was made He had Him as His °”40«7™. 
Counsellor, being His own Mind and Wisdom’. But when? gpérmow. 
God willed to make whatever He had determined on, He 
begat this His Word [so as to be] put forth’, the First-born 8 xpogop:- 
of every creature; not that He had Himself become emptied *” 
of His Word, but having begotten the Word, and evermore 
holding converse with His Word; whence the Holy Scrip- 
tures teach us, and all the inspired writers, [one] of whom, 
John, declares; ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God; shewing that at the first God was 
alone, and in Him [was] the Word. Then he says; ‘And 
the Word was God; all things were made by Him, and with- 
out Him was not any one thing made.’” 

2. In these places I confess that Theophilus attributes 
a certain generation to the Word and Son of God, a little 
before‘ the creation of the world. But what sort of gene-‘ paulo. 
ration did he mean? Certainly not that of a person who 
before was not actually existing; but, with Athenagoras, 
“the generation of one [who was] not brought into being®,” 5 yéynow 
who from eternity was with God the Father; and therefore a a 
a generation not true and proper, (such, I mean, as that is, 
by which Any thing or person is made or produced,) but 
so called figuratively and metaphorically. God the Father, 
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462 Theophilus held the eternal existence of the Word, 


on tHe he says, at a given time begat that very Word whom from 

var on eternity He had had within Himself, as His Counsellor, and 

‘THE son. even now has, and shall have to eternity, as being “ evermore 

1 gvaide- indwelling'” in His heart. But how did He beget Him? 

na. 6-BY “breathing Him forth’,” as it is in the former passage, 

2 depevgd- Or, a8 in the latter, by “ putting Him forth’,” in the begin- 

nde Pa, Ming of the creation. What else, I ask, can this mean but 

xlv.1. that “going forth in operation (rpoéAevow evepyntexny)” of 

rian ag » Athenagoras, of which we have already spoken? In the 

in the word game way he says that God the Father, when He was about 

os “to create the world, breathed‘ forth or put forth His Wisdom 

‘ eructasse. also, that is, the Holy Ghost. For the Son and the Holy 

Ghost are “that ample and ineffable ministering power’ (to 

[584] use the words of Irenzeus*, almost the contemporary of The- 

ophilus), which was ever present with God the Father, He 

Himself “not standing in need of angels, nor” of any other 

Saliove ‘ministering power® for the formation of these things which 

ministerlo. were made'.” These, therefore, when He so willed, He sent 

6 évepyelg. forth in operation’ to create the universe. But let us ex- 

amine more accurately the words of Theophilus in each of 

the passages which we have brought forward, in order that, 

constructing out of them, as it were, a kind of summary of 

his doctrine respecting the Word or Son of God, we may at 

length make it manifest to all, that the venerable patriarch 

was quite catholic on the chief point of the doctrine. First, 

Theophilus clearly teaches that the Word co-existed with 

God the Father from all eternity. The words of the former 

passage are express; “ [is Holy Word, which was ever pre- 

76a sent’? with Him.” And in the latter passage, Theophilus 

cyunapey. says, that before the putting forth of which he speaks, and 

so from eternity, the Word was present with God the Father, 

as Ilis Counsellor. What shall we say to the fact, that in 

the same place he expressly takes care (even as Athenagoras 

did) that no one of the heathen should attribute a beginning 

to the Son of God, as to some progeny of Jupiter, or con- 

ceive of Him otherwise than as “the Word evermore in- 
dwelling in the heart of God the Father.” 


* Copiosum et enarrabile ministe- neque rursus indigente ministerio ad 
rium.—iv. 17. [c. 7. 4. p. 236; quoted fabricationem eorum quz facta sunt.— 
before, book ii. c. 5. § 7. p. 173. note c.]_  [Ibid., quoted above, p. 172.) 

1 Non indigente Patre angelis.... 


and that as a Person distinct from the Father. 463 


3. Secondly, it is manifest that Theophilus was of opinion soox 111. 
that the Word, in that He was from eternity in God the “\%)" 3°" 
Father, and with Him, was a living and subsisting’ Word, Ty opur- 
that is to say, a Person, and that distinct from God the EUS. 
Father. For whereas he says in the latter passage, that the hherrare. 
Word, before the putting forth of which he is speaking, and 
so from eternity, was the Counsellor of God the Father, the 
very term Counsellor clearly designates—not a thing (if one 
may so speak) in the Godhead, but—a Person. Now it is [585] 
clear that he who is the counsellor of any one, is a different 
person from him, whose counsellor he is. In the next place, 
what can be more clear than those words in the former pas- 
sage, in which the Word, together with the Holy Ghost, is 
said by Theophilus to have been “ever present? with” God * de) ovp- 
the Father? For it is a true rule laid down by Athana- *?*” 
sius™, “That which is co-existent is not co-existent with it- 
self, but with another.” Lastly, what is said in the latter 
passage looks the same way, that God the Father “ ever- 
more” (that is, both before and after His putting forth) 

“holds converse with® the Word ;” for all converse is be- *8axayrds 
tween two at least. I cannot indeed but wonder at the dul- “”*” 
ness‘ and the absolute wrong-headedness* of Petavius, in ‘levam 
supposing that Theophilus believed that the Word, whom he o tane tn 
declares to have existed from eternity in God, was the same felix inge- 
with God the Father, i. e. was the very essence of the Father, ™™"- 

or His Mind and Intelligence, whence it is* that He is called, , 
Rational’. What we have said above on Athenagoras and bet ut. 
Tatian is quite sufficient to confute this dream. But the’ Ac7i?s. 
Jesuit infers that in the opinion of Theophilus, the Word 

before His putting forth was not a distinct Person from the 

Father, but was His very Mind, from this, that Theophilus 

says that the Word was then évécd0eros, that js, set in and 

shut up in the bowels of God®. A frivolous argument indeed, ° insitum 
and utterly unworthy of so great a man. And yet this so- “an Sebel 
phism is continually used by Petavius, who, if he reads in visceribus. 
any ancient writer, that the Word before the creation of the 
universe existed in God, in the heart, breast, bowels, of God, 

at once infers from this, that according to the opinion of [586] 


™ 7rd ydp cuvbrapxov ox éautg, GAA’ Arianos, Orat. ii. tom. i. p. 338. [ Orat. 
érépp cuvundpxe:.—Athanasius contra i. 32. p. 436.] 
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464 The expressions of Theophilus imply distinct Personality. 


that writer, the Word was then simply identical with God 
the Father, that is to say, was His very Mind or Reason, 
whence it is’ that He is called rational. But, so far as Theo- 
philus is concerned, there is no difficulty in freeing him from 
suspicion. He had said in the former passage, that, before 
the creation of the universe, when as yet none of the things 
which are made were in existence, God was a place to Him- 
self; from which it follows, that, whatever then co-existed 
with God, must be said to have been and to have existed 
in God, and, as it were, in the heart and bowels of God. 
Hence, when he afterwards describes the co-eternal exist- 
ence of the Word with God the Father, he says, that God, 
before the foundation of the world, and so from all eternity, 
had the Word in His bowels’; which in the latter passage 
he expresses by the Word perpetually existing and set in’ 
the heart of God. Although I would not deny that Theo- 
philus had regard also to the comparison of the divine Word 
with the human, which being first conceived and shut up in 
the heart, is afterwards brought forth externally by means of 
speech—a comparison, which as it holds good in some points, 
so does it fail in more. By this expression, however, The- 
ophilus wished chiefly to intimate the same as Ignatius®, 
his predecessor in the see of Antioch, when he said that 
the Son before all ages was “with the Father‘ ;” and also 
the same as the Apostle John himself intended, who ex- 
presses the existence of the Word with God the Father be- 
fore the creation of the world, in these words; ‘In the be- 
ginning was the Word, and the Word was with God.” In- 
deed Theophilus himself expressly quotes these words of the 
evangelist with the view of proving from them what he had 
asserted, namely, that the Word was from everlasting set in® 
and existent in the heart of God. Now he who says that the 
Word is set in the heart of God the Father, does by this very 
expression sufficiently distinguish that Word from the heart, 
i.e. from the Mind of God the Father; so that even from 
this one may conclude, that Theophilus by no means thought, 
as Petavius dreamt, that the Word was the Mind Itself of 
God the Father, from which He is called Rational; but the 
Word flowing forth from the divine Mind, and yet never 
® Ignatius Epist. ad Magnes., p. 33. edit. Vossii. [§ 6. p. 19.] 


As before, so after, His putting forth, He is évduaberos. 465 


disjoined or separated from It; which is in truth the very soox m. 
actual doctrine of Catholics of this day. But why need we “'s'3'4. 
say more in a case which is manifest? Petavius, who brought 7, oo pu: 
Theophilus under suspicion, as if he had thought that the tvs. 
Word before He was put forth was in no wise a distinct 
Person from God the Father, on this ground, that he said 
that He then “existed in the heart and bowels of God;” 
the same Petavius, I say, might.with equal justice and on 
precisely the same grounds, have gone on to accuse the vene- 
rable patriarch of the- grossest Sabellianism, that, I mean, 
which lays down that the Person of the Father and of the 
Son always was, and even now is, the same. For Theo- 
philus expressly calls the Son of God, “the Word evermore’! d.axay- 
being and set in? the heart of God;”’ but the expression res. 
2 insitum. 

“evermore” (dtarravros) is equivalent to through all time’, s5,, ,.,. 
and consequently embraces all time, past, present, and to 7s xpévov. 
come. So that, according to Theophilus, the Word, who is 
called the Son of God, as He was from eternity, so is He 
still, and will be for ever set in the heart of God. That 
Theophilus however was no Sabellian, is most manifestly 
clear. Nay, throughout his writings he has so manifestly 
distinguished the Word from God the Father, that Peta- 
vius has seized a handle from this, to accuse him of Arian- 
ism; as though forsooth he had put too great an interval 
between God the Father and His Word. These points, how- 
ever, will become yet more evident, from the further obser- 
vations which we shall make upon the passages of Theophilus 
that are before us. 

4, It is, then, in the third place carefully to be observed, 
that Theophilus explicitly teaches, that the Word who was [588] 
from eternity with God the Father and in Him, and the 
Word whom the Father, when about to create the world, put 
forth from Himself, are altogether the same. Our defence 
of Theophilus against Petavius principally hinges on this. 
The Arians, I mean, equally with the Catholics, acknow- 
ledged that there was in God the Father from all eternity 
a Word; the point at issue between the two parties was 
this; whethér the Word, who is called the Son of God, who 
was incarnate for our salvation, be the same Word that was 917 
in God from eternity ; or another Word, produced and made 
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466 (iii.) Theophilus taught with the Catholics that the Word 


(as were all other things,) by that eternal Word ; the Catho- 
lics laid down the former doctrine, the Arian fanatics the 
latter, as we have already observed". Therefore, if Theophi- 
lus thought that the indwelling Word, Adyos évdidBeros, and 
the [Word] put forth, rpodopsxos, were two different Words, 
he was on the Arian side; but if he thought them both the 
same Word, he is on our side. And Petavius indeed does say 
that Theophilus “seems to make’ two Words, one évdsaBeros, 
set in the Father Himself, which was with Him and in Him from 
eternity, and is the very essence of God, in other words, His 
mind and understanding, whence it is that He is called rational’; 
the other Adyos wpodopexos, (put forth,) whom God the Father 
put forth as the Minister of His works.” But this is a mere 
dream of the Jesuit, of which not a trace or vestige is found 
in Theophilus; nay, this notion is manifestly opposed to his 
most express words. For, in the latter passage, after he had 
said that God the Father from eternity had in Himself the 
Word as His Counsellor, he immediately subjoins; “ He 
begat this Word? [so as to be] put forth‘;” where the de- 
monstrative pronoun “this” manifestly refers to that same 
Word, of which he had been previously speaking, namely, 
the Word whom God the Father had in Himself as His 
Counsellor from eternity. Again, when in the same passage 
Theophilus expressly reminds us that we are by all means 
to understand by the Son of God, the Word that is ever- 
more évdsaGeros, set in the heart of God, how can this 
be consistent with the opinion which Petavius fastens on 
Theophilus, namely, that the Word who is called the Son 
of God, is quite another than the Adyos évdsaeros, the in- 
dwelling Word of God? Surely there is here a manifest 
contradiction between Theophilus and his interpreter Peta- 
vius. Petavius says that Theophilus thought that the Word 
or Son of God, through whom God made the universe, was 
another than that Word that from eternity was évdsderos, 
indwelling in God; but Theophilus himself expressly says 
that that Son of God is the very Word that was eternally 
evdtaberos, indwelling, set in, and existent in God. Lastly, 
in the former passage, Theophilus, after he had said that the 
Word came down into the prophets, and through them 
spoke of the creation of the world and other subjects, 


= See what we have said in chap. 4. § 2. of this book [p. 422.) 


indwelling, and the Word put forth, is one and the same. 467 


immediately subjoins these words; “ For the prophets were 
not in being when the world was created, but the Wis- 
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dom of God, which is in Him, [was in being,] and His Tueornr- 


Holy Word, who is ever present with Him.” Therefore, 
according to Theophilus, the Word who came down into 
the prophets, (who was without doubt the Son of God,) 
was the same Word which from eternity was present with 
God the’ Father. Petavius, however, in order any how to 
establish his own conceit, observes that Theophilus interprets 
the former words of John, “In the beginning was the Word, 
and the Word was with God,” of the Adyos évdiaOeros, the 
indwelling Word; but the latter, “and the Word was God, 
all things were made by Him,” of the Adyos wrpodopexes, the 
Word put forth. But Petavius groundlessly infers from this, 
that in the view of Theophilus, the Word put forth was another 
than the indwelling [Word.] For as John in both clauses 
of his sentence is manifestly treating of one and the same 
Word, so also does Theophilus interpret both clauses of the 
same Word, with this distinction only, that he understands 
the former words, “In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God,” of the Word existing from eternity 
with, and, as it were, quiescent in, the Father; but the latter, 
“The Word was God, all things were made by Him,” of the 
same Word, proceeding forth, as it were, from the Father 
to create the world; or, as Athenagoras expresses it, of the 
Word in operation!, or acting. Let the reader call to mind 
what we have said above on Athenagoras. 

5. Fourthly, in the last place Theophilus clearly teaches 
that the Word was no ways divided or separated from God 
the Father, by that putting forth of which he speaks—as if 
prior to His being put forth, He existed within Him, and 
afterwards externally to Him—but that He subsists in the 
Father eternally. For, in the latter passage, he says that 
God the Father, after He had put forth His Word, was by 
no means “emptied of the Word ;” but that He “ evermore 
holds converse with His Word,” even as He had done from 
everlasting. And, in the former passage, he distinctly says, 
that the Son of God is “the Word evermore indwelling 
(Scamrdvros évdid0eros) set in the heart of God.” Now from 
all this it certainly follows, that by the putting forth or 
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468 (iv.) The generation he speaks of is a putting forth only in 


generation of the Word, Theophilus in this passage meant 
no other than [2 putting forth] in active operation’, whereby, 
that is, God the Father put forth [exerted] the Almighty power 
of the Word, who subsists in Him from everlasting to ever- 
lasting, for the bringing into being all things out of nothing, 
and preserving® them in their being. For that active opera- 
tion of the Son or Word, which at the first went forth ad 
extra, to use the language of the schools, when God the 
Father willed, even now continues and will never cease. This 
going forth of the Word from the Father is beautifully set 
forth by Athanasius in his Oration against the heathen, in 
the following words’: “God,” he says, “is [self] existent and 
not compounded, wherefore His Word also is [self] existent 
and not compounded, but one and the only-begotten God, 
who also, having gone forth? from the Father, good as from 
a good fountain, sets in order and holds together all things. 
Now the cause for which the Word, the Word of God [I 
mean |, hath come upon’ the things that are made, is truly 
wonderful, and evidences that 1t was not fitting that it should 
be done otherwise than as it is. For the nature of created 
beings‘, inasmuch as it subsists out of what existed not, is 
unstable® and weak, and lable to dissolution®, when consi- 
dered in itself. But the God of all is good and of surpassing 
excellence in His nature; whence also He is full of loving- 
kindness towards man; for with a being that is good, no 
envy can exist as to any thing; hence neither does He envy 
any his being, but wishes all men to be, in order that He may 
be able also to exercise loving-kindness towards man. When 
therefore He saw that all created nature, so far as it is con- 
sidered in itself’, was unstable and on the way to pass into 
dissolution®, in order that this might not be the case, nor 
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the universe be again resolved into non-existence, on this soox m1. 
account, having by His own eternal Word made all things, rrr hee 
and given substantive existence! to the creation, He left Tueopui 
it not to be borne along and tempest tost? by its own nature, 1 onus 

lest it should be in danger (of falling back] again into non-; cepa 
existence; but, as being good, He governs and stablishes «al xemd- 
all things by His own Word, who Himself also is God; that Serban. 
the creation being enlightened, by the guidance, and provi- 

dence, and disposal of the Word, might be able to continue 

firm.” Here you have the very expression, “having gone [592] 
forth®,’ which Athenagoras used in speaking of the same ® xpoeadav. 
subject. The same meaning however was expressed by The- 

ophilus, in the words “breathing forth ‘,’ and “ putting ‘épetyew. 
forth®,” which, when referred to God the Father, signify * xpopépew. 
His sending forth the Word to create the universe. God 

the Father did, as it were, breathe forth, and put forth the 

Word; the Word Himself, on the other hand, went forth 

from the Father for the creation of all things. Now, as 
Theophilus said that the Word, notwithstanding that put- 

ting forth, continues evermore indwelling‘, set in the heart ¢ eviudoc- 
of God, just in the same way Athanasius treats respect- 7” 

ing that going forth of the Word from the Father of which 

he is speaking’. For in the same passage, after some sen-?7 sua. 
tences, he has these words1; “ He Himself remaining un- 
moved with the Father, yet moving all things by His own 
arrangement, just as in each particular instance it seems 
good to His Father.” In conclusion, as Theophilus called 
the putting forth of the Word His generation, so I have 
undertaken above to shew, that the Word is for the same 
reason called the First-born® by Athanasius, and other catho- ® xpwréro- 
lic fathers who wrote after the Nicene council; nor have I “”” 

any doubt but that, if God will, I shall make good my pro- - 

mise. Meanwhile, let this be sufficient in explanation of the 
opinions of Theophilus respecting the co-eternity of the Son. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


219 tHE DOCTRINE OF ST. HIPPOLYTUS THE MARTYR RESPECTING THE CO-ETER- 
NITY OF THE SON, AND THAT OF NOVATIAN, OR THE AUTHOR OF THE BOOK 
CONCERNING THE TRINITY AMONG THE WORKS OF TERTULLIAN, DE- 
CLARED. 


ontoe 1. THe views of the martyr St. Hippolytus have now to be 
‘urvor explained by us in a few words. Sandius* affirms that he 
THE SON. taught, that the Son began to exist a short time before the 
creation of the world. The passage, which I suppose San- 

dius had in view, occurs in the Homily respecting God, 

Three and One, and the Mystery of the Incarnation, against 

the heresy of Noetus*; where Hippolytus thus speaks; 

* God being alone in existence, and having nothing coeval 

with Him, was pleased to create the world; having con- 

ceived an idea of the world, having willed and spoken, He 

14 xéonov created it’; and immediately there was present with Him 
piri that which was brought into being as He willed. This, 
then, alone, is sufficient for us to know, that there existed 

+ roads nothing coeval with God besides Himself. But He Him- 
multus, Self being alone was many’, for He was not without Reason 
3 dacyos [a Word’,] nor without Wisdom, nor without Power, nor 
(dye), Without Counsellor. And all things were in Him, and He 
Lat. Vers. Himself was all‘. When He willed, as He willed, He mani- 
‘ed nay, fested, in the times appointed with Himself, His Word, 
[594] through whom He made all things. When He wills, He 
creates; when He conceives, He accomplishes; and when 

He speaks, He makes manifest; when He forms, He shews 

forth wisdom. ([For all things that were made He contrives 

by His Word and Wisdom, creating them by His Word and 


® Enucl. H. E. i. p. 98. enim erat sine ratione, (&Aoyos,) sine 

* Deus solus cum esset, nihilque sapientia, sine potentia, sine consilio. 
sibi coevum haberet, voluit mundum Omnia erant in eo, ipse erat omnis. 
efficere, et mundum cogitans, ac vo- Quando voluit, et quomodo voluit, os- 
lens, et dicens effecit; continuoque ex- tendit Verbum suum temporibus apud 
titit ei factus, sicut voluit, perfecit.... eum definitis, per quem omnia fecit. 
Satis igitur nobis est scire solum, nihil] Qui cum vult facit; quando cogitat, 
esse Deo cozvum. Nihil erat preter perficit; quando loquitur, ostendit; 
ipsum; ipse solus multus erat. Nec quando format, sapientiam edit. Fecit 


Passage speaking of a generation of the Word in time. 471 


setting them in order by Wisdom.] He therefore made soox m. 
[things that were made,| as He willed, for He was God. ont haa 
But of the things which were made, He begat the Word to Hippoty- 
be the Prince, and Counsellor, and Artificer ; and this Word, ™°* 
having within Himself, and invisible to the created world, 

He makes visible; uttering His voice first’, and begetting ' xporépay 
Light of Light, He sent forth [Him] as Lord for the Crea- *”””” 
tion ; His own Mind, who was before visible to Himself alone, 

and invisible to the created world; [Him] He makes visible, 

that through His appearing, the world, having beheld Him, 

might be saved. And thus there stood by Him Another: but 

when I say Another, I do not say [that there are] two Gods, 

but [I say that He is Another] as light from light, or as 

water from a fountain, or as a ray from the sun. For the 

Power from the Whole is one?; the Whole however is the 2 3évaus 
Father, from whom the Word is the Power; and this [Word] 7°74 
is the mind (or sense*), which, going forth in the world, was *#7?s. 
manifested [to be] the Son of God. All things, therefore, samen 


are (made“*) through Him, and He Himself alone is (be- sus, Lat. 


Vers. Bull. 
gotten®) of the Father.” ‘facta, Lat. 


Vers, Bull. 


tur sicut voluit; Deus enim erat. 

orum autem quz facta sunt, ducem, 
consiliarium, et operarium generabat 
Verbum; quod Verbum cum in se ha- 
beret, essetque mundo creato inaspec- 
tabile, fecit aspectabile, emittens prio- 
rem vocem, et lumen ex lumine gene- 
rans, deprompsit ipsi creature Domi- 
num, sensum suum: et qui prius ipsi 
tantum erat visibilis, mundo autem in- 
visibilis, hunc visibilem facit, ut mun- 
dus, cum eum, qui apparuit, videret, 
salvus fieri posset. Atque ita adstitit 
ei alius. Cum alium dico, non duos 
Deos dico, sed tanquam lumen ex lu- 
mine, et aquam ex fonte, aut radium a 
sole. Una enim virtus ex toto; totum 
vero Pater, ex quo virtus, Verbum ; 
hoc vero mens, sive sensus, qui pro- 
diens in mundum ostensus est puer 
Dei. Omnia igitur per eum facta sunt, 
ipse solus ex Patre genitus. — Bibl. 

atr., tom. xv. p.622. [The Greek is 
given by Fabricius in his edition, vol. 
li, p. 13. c. 10. B.—It is now added, 
having been followed in the transla- 
tion, in which the words omitted in the 
Latin are within brackets. 
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472 The generation spoken of not one whereby the Word began 
ontuE 2. I own indeed that HHippolytus here attributes to the 


ity op Word or Son of God a certain generation, immediately an- 

THE 80N. tecedent to the creation of the world; but I altogether deny 

that Hippolytus is speaking of a generation properly so 

called, such, that is to say, as was a production of the Word, 

or by which the Word Himself, having had no previous exist- 

ence, began to exist. The whole context of Hippolytus is 

opposed to this imagination. For he teaches that God was 

1solum. in such sense alone! from eternity, as that at the same time 

?multum, he affirms that He was many?. But how? surely, because 

yous. God the Father never was without Reason [Word*], and 
ratione (rg Wisdom, that is, without the Son and the Holy Ghost; and, 

Adve), Lat. therefore, not without Counsel, inasmuch as He had Both 
as His Counsellors. I have no doubt that this is the genu- 

[595] ine meaning of those words of Hippolytus: “ Nothing ex- 
4multus, isted besides Himself; He Himself being alone was many‘, 
ronis. for He was not without Reason [Word‘,]” (without doubt 
tione, Gr. Hippolytus had written in the Greek r@ Ady, “the Word,”) 
eyes. = =86§ nor without Wisdom, nor without Counsellor.” For the 

very title of this Homily shews that Hippolytus acknowledged 

6Trinum. that God is One and Many, that is, Three‘; one in essence, 

three in Person. But Hippolytus designated by the name of 
Wisdom the third Person of the Godhead, after the example 

of Irenzus, (of whom he is said to have been a hearer,) and 
according to the custom of those times". Hippolytus then 

goes on to say that God begat the Word, which from eter- 

nity He had had within Himself. But how? “Him,” he 

says, “ He manifested in the times appointed with Himself; 

Him He sent forth as Lord for the creation; Him, in fine, 

who before was known to Himself alone, He made visible to 

the world.” It follows that the generation of which Hip- 

polytus is speaking, is not the production of the Word, but 

7 depromp- a shewing, bringing forth’, and manifestation of. Him who 

Ho. from eternity was co-existent with the Father, such as had 
relation to created beings. So that the most blessed mar- 


tos, 4) ds Bwp ee xnyis, } ds deriva 0 abrod, abrds 8t udvos ex warpéds. ] 
awd HAlov. Sbvapis yap ula H éx Tob " See above, book ii. chap. 4. § 10. 
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opp ddeixvuro xais Ccov. wdvra Tolvuy 


to exist ; clear from the context, and his other works. 473 


tyr meant precisely the same as we have before shewn to soox m1. 
have been the teaching of Athenagoras*. aa 

3. Indeed the very words of the passage quoted lead us Hippoty- 

to understand Hippolytus in this sense; but his other TY 
writings absolutely compel us to it; for in them he de- 
clares, in words written as with a sunbeam, the co-eternal 
existence of the Son with the Father. Thus, in his short 
treatises against Bero and HelixY in the Collectanea of 
Anastasius the Librarian, fragment lx.; (which we have 
vindicated above from the cavils of Sandius and others?) [596] 
he attributes to the Son altogether the same divine nature 
as is in the Father, and the same properties; that 1s to say, 
“the being without beginning, uncreatedness, unbounded- 
ness, eternity, incomprehensibility ;” (Anastasius’ version 
is correct, though unclassical*). Hippolytus, therefore, held 
that the Son, equally with the Father, is without beginning 
and eternal. 

4. Furthermore, there is still extant under the name of 
Hippolytus a short treatise on the End of the World, on 
Antichrist, and the Second Coming of Christ; which, if it 
be genuine, manifestly shews his orthodoxy on this article. 

Now Jerome, Catalog., c. 61°, expressly attests that Hip- 
polytus wrote a work on Antichrist and the Resurrection. 
Photius also has given his testimony to the same work, (Bib- 
lioth., cod. 202,) where, after mentioning an interpretation of 
Daniel, published by Hippolytus, and marking it with his 
censure, he subjoins the following words‘: “ We also read 
another treatise of his on Christ and Antichrist ; in which both 

the same kind of style and expression is conspicuous, and 

the thoughts are of simple and primitive character!.” There ! épxad- 
are, however, amongst the moderns, certain learned men who “°°” 
deny this work to be by Hippolytus, confidently enough, 

but in my judgment, on very slender grounds; nay, such 

x Compare also the words of Justin &:drnra, adxaradnplay, inprincipalita- 
Martyr, which we have before quoted tem, infactionem, infinitatem, sempi- 
in chap. 2 of this book, § 2, near the ternitatem, incomprehensibilitatem, ut 
end, [p. 405. ]—GRABE. vere, licet barbare, vertit Anastasius. | 


y Apred Anastasium Bibliothec. in » (vol. ii. p. 887. ] 
Collect, fragm. lx. p. 228. [Hippol. ° guvaveyvaa0n abrov kad Erepos Ad- 


Op., val. i. p. 229. ] yos wep) Xpicrod nal dvtixplarou’ év > 
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474 Work on Antichrist attributed to St. Hippolytus. 


as, if more accurately examined, militate against themselves. 
In the first place, the style of the Greek is displeasing to 
them, and the fact that the book begins with ézredé7 yap". 
This objection, however, Philip Labbe* justly derided as “a 
novel and unheard-of charge.” Indeed, besides that those 
who are acquainted with this kind of literature well know 
that it is vain to expect a very polished style of Greek from 
all the ecclesiastical writers in that language, Photius, who 
had read the undoubted writings of Hippolytus, expressly 
informs us (cod. 121‘) “that his style does not affect the 
Attic turn.” And in another passage (cod. 2028), he says, 
speaking again of the style of Hippolytus, “ He pays no great 
regard to the Attic rules.” Besides, these critics are offended 
that in this work there are to be found many vain conjec- 
tures about the birth and the life of Antichrist; for instance, 
that Antichrist will not be a man, but a demon endued 
with human form. But who knows not that the writers of 
those times taught many very absurd things about Anti- 
christ, as [they well might] on [so] obscure a subject? 
And of Hippolytus, Photius expressly testifies, in the codex 
last cited, that in his interpretation of Daniel, where he also 
treats of Antichrist4, “he states many things after the 
ancient fashion and not according to what was afterwards 
more accurately defined.” Nay, further, in speaking of this 
very work, on Antichrist, Photius in the same passage, as we 
have heard, notices that there is in it “a great simplicity and 
& primitive character of thought',” where to dzrAodv, “ sim- 
plicity,” is opposed as is usual with the Greeks, to rd dape- 
Bés, “accuracy.” Besides, it was the more usually received 
opinion of the doctors in the ancient Church, that Antichrist 
would be conceived by the evil spirit. Accordingly, this very 
thing was taught as an undoubted and settled point by the 
truly admirable St. Martin, [as recorded] in Sulpicius Severus, 
Dialog. ii. 16. And the author of the Treatise on Antichrist", 


a {This is the argument of H. Gro- 
tius and And. Rivet.—B.] 

© De Script. Eccles., tom. i. p. 471. 
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in Augustine, writes thus of the conception of Antichrist; soox m. 
“The devil will at the same time enter into the womb of his “"47,""" 
mother, and will fill her wholly, encompass her wholly, hold q,,50,7- 
her wholly, and possess her wholly, within and without.” 7s. 
What shall we say to the fact' that Ireneus (of whom, as! quid? 
has been said, Hippolytus is reported to have been a hearer) le 
delivered the same opinion? For he makes the following &c. 
statements concerning Antichrist, book v. 25'; “ For he shall 

come, receiving all the power of the devil, not as a just 

king, nor as a lawful one in subjection to God; but im- 

pious, and unjust, and without law, as an apostate, and 
unrighteous, and a murderer, as a thief, summing up in 
himself’ the apostasy of the devil.”? These things, there- ?in se re- 
fore, afford no slight proof that this is a genuine treatise “Pitus>s 
of Hippolytus. Lastly, they object that the writer affirms 

that the souls of men existed from all eternity*®; which * aseculis. 
was an invention of Origen’s. But even from this I seize 

on an argument of no small weight, to prove that Hip- 

polytus is really the author of the book. For that Origen 

was at one time a hearer of Hippolytus, is certain from 
Jerome™, who says that Hippolytus himself in a certain 

homily “intimates that he is speaking in the Church, in 

the presence of Origen.” It is no wonder, therefore, if 
Hippolytus and Origen had some opinions in common. 

But the ancient ecclesiastical writers have also with great 
unanimity handed down that Hippolytus was a disciple of 
Clement of Alexandria. Now it appears from Strom., 

book i., and more clearly from book iti., as Huet also has 
observed, that Clement favoured that doctrine of Plato re- 


Oljection to its genuineness, replied to. 


specting the pre-existence of the soul. From this Clement, 221 
therefore, Hippolytus and Origen, who both were his disci- 
ples, (although Hippolytus was the senior in that school,) [599] 


alike derived that dogma. To say all then in one word; 


legitimus; sed impius, et injustus, et 


matris ejus, ... et totam eam replebit, 
sine lege, quasi apostata, et iniquus, 


totam circumdabit, totam tenebit, et 


totam interius exteriusque possidebit. 
{This treatise some ascribe to Alcuin, 
others ‘to Rabanus Maurus. See Au- 
gust. Op. Append. vol. vi. pp. 242, 
243.—B. | 

1 Tle enim omnem suscipiens dia- 
boli virtutem, veniet non quasi rex 
justus, nec quasi in subjectione Dei 


et homicida, quasi latro, diabolicam 
apostasiam in se recapitulans.—(§ 1, 


m Catal, c. 61, [wxposopsAlay de laude 
Domini Salvatoris, in qua,] presente 
Origene, se loqui in Ecclesia significat. 
[vol. ii, p. 887. } 
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476 Extract from the treatise on Antichrist. 


every thing in the treatise on Antichrist does so well agree 
with Hippolytus, that, even if the title did not intimate it, 
those of keener perception might easily of themselves dis- 
cern that it was really the production of Hippolytus®. 

5. Let us now hear out of this book a most express tes- 
timony to the co-eternity of the Son. In it then Hip- 
polytus introduces the saints thus addressing the Lord 
Christ° in the last judgment; “Terrible One, when saw 
we Thee naked, and clothed Thee? Immortal One, when 
saw we Thee a stranger and took Thee in? Thou Lover 
of man, when saw we Thee sick or in prison and came unto 
Thee? Thou art the ever existing: Thou art He that with 
the Father hast no beginning, and with the Spirit art co- 
eternal: Thou art He, that out of nothing! hast created all 
things!’’ Here you see that Hippolytus expressly attributes 
to the Son also the same [property to be] without begin- 
ning’, which the Father has; just as in the fragments in 
Anastasius, and by Hippolytus’ master, Clement? of Alex- 
andria, the Lord Christ is declared to have been made with- 
out beginning’. You may also observe in this passage the 
full and perfect Trinity described, namely, Three Persons, the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, co-existent from eter- 
nity. It is, therefore, manifest that Hippolytus, however he 
might have entertained wild notions in other respects, was 
perfectly free from those of Arius. 

6. Of the Antenicene fathers, whom we mentioned, as 
appearing to deny the eternity of the Son, when in reality 
they did not deny it, there now remains but one, Novatian, 
or the author of the treatise on the Trinity published among 
the works of Tertullian. As this author is of no great au- 
thority in the Church, there is no need that we trouble our- 
selves much about him. Let us, however, hear what he has 

> (Nearly all critics are now agreed 


that this treatise, De Consummatione 
mundi et de Antichristo, §&c., must ab- 


thor.— B. ] 
© poBept, wére oe TSopev yuuvdy, rat 
wepteBdAouey; aOdvare, wére oe YSomev 


solutely be decided not to be a work of 
Hippolytus, (see his works, vol. i. Ap- 
pend., p. 3;) and that what Jerome 
and Photius attest, that a book, On 
Antichrist, was really written by Hip- 
polytus, must be understood of another 
treatise, which has been published by 
Fabricius, vol. i. p. 4, &c., and which 
excites no doubts as to its real au- 


Eévov, nal cuvryydyouev ; pirddvOpore, 
wore oe Douev dobevi } ev pudaky, ral 
HAGopev wpds ce; ov ef 6 ded Sy ad ef 
6 auvdvapxos T¢ Tarp) ral cvvaldios re 
avevparr’ ov el db ex ph bvTwy Ta wdvTe 
rothoas.—Bibl. Patr., tom. xii. p. 605. 
[vol. i. Append., p. 26. § 43. ] 

P [See above, ch. 2. § 6. p. 409, 
notes f, g. ] 


Novatian on the generation of the Son. 477 


written on this subject in chap. 31 of his book on the Trinity. Boox 11. 
In that place, then, after speaking of God the Father, he ‘¢ 4-¢. 
subjoins these words respecting the Son of Goda: “OfNova- _ 
whom,” (that is of God the Father,) “when He Himself *4*- 
willed, the Word, the Son, was born; who is not taken in 
[the sense of] a sound of stricken air, or a tone of voice 
forced from the lungs; but is acknowledged in [the sense 
of] the substance of a power put forth by God. The secrets 
of His sacred and divine nativity neither apostle hath learned, 
nor prophet ascertained, nor angel perceived, nor creature 
known; to the Son alone are they known, who knows the 
secrets of the Father. He, therefore, being begotten of the 
Father, is always in the Father; I say ‘always,’ however, in 
such sense as to shew that He was not unborn but born. 
Yet He who is before all time, must be said to have been 
always in the Father. For time cannot be assigned to Him 
who is before all time. For He is always in the Father, lest 
the Father be not always the Father. Since also the Father 
in a certain sense is antecedent to Him, because it is neces- 
sary that He should be in some sort prior, in that He is the 
Father ; since He who knows no origin must needs be in 
some way antecedent to Him who has an origin.” After a 
few words there follow; ‘“ He, therefore, when the Father 
willed, proceeded from the Father ; both He, who was in the 
Father, proceeded from the Father; and He who was in the 
Father, becanse He was from the Father, was afterwards with 
the Father, because He proceeded from the Father, that is 
to say, that Divine Substance, whose name is the Word, 
through whom all things were made and without whom 


[601] 


CHAP. VIIL — 


q.Ex quo, (Deo Patre,) quando ipse 
voluit, Sermo Filius natus est, qui non 
in sono percussi aéris, aut tono coacte 
de visceribus vocis accipitur, sed in 
substantia prolate a Deo virtutis ag- 
noscitur. Cujus sacre et divine na- 
tivitatis arcana nec apostolus didicit, 
nec prophetes comperit, nec angelus 
scivit, nec creatura cognovit; Filio soli 
nota sunt, qui Patris secreta cognovit. 
Hic ergo cum sit genitus a Patre, sem- 
per est in Patre. Semper autem sic 
dico, ut non innatum, sed natum pro- 
bem. Sed qui ante omne tempus est, 
semper in Patre fuisse dicendus est. 
Nec enim tempus ili assignari potest, 


qui ante tempus est. Semper enim in 
Patre, ne Pater non semper sit Pater. 
Quia et Pater illum etiam quadam ra- 
tione precedit, quod necesse est quo- 
dammodo prior sit, qua Pater sit. Quo- 
niam aliquo pacto antecedat necesse 
est eum qui habet originem, ille qui 
originem nescit.... Hic ergo, quando 
Pater voluit, processit ex Patre; et qui 
in Patre fuit, processit ex Patre; et qui 
in Patre fuit, quia ex Patre fuit, cum 
Patre postmodum fuit, quia ex Patre 
processit; substantia scilicet illa di- 
vina, cujus nomen est Verbum, per 
quod facta sunt omnia, et sine quo fac- 
tum est nihil._—[p. 729. ] 
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478 Novatian asserts that the Son always existed tn the Father; 


nothing was made.”’ This writer, whoever he was, does in- 
deed express himself in a most perplexed manner ; but still 
he not obscurely makes such statements, as to shew that his 
view was the same as that of the writers whom we have just 
before mentioned. . 

7. He says that the Son was in a certain sense born from 
some beginning. But, in the first place, he calls that na- 
tivity a procession (mpoéAevots, a going forth), as Athena- 
goras called it, a going forth and a procession of One who 
was in the Father before He proceeded from the Father; 
moreover, a procession of One who was in such wise always 
in the Father as that we must on that account say posi- 
tively that the Father has always been a Father, and con- 
sequently He Himself always a Son. His words are clear; 
“He, therefore, being begotten of the Father, is always in 
the Father; and, “for He is always in the Father, lest 
the Father be not always a Father;”’ and, again, “ He 
who was in the Father proceeded from the Father.” The 
procession, therefore, of which the author is speaking, 
does not hinder but that the Father has always, and so 
before that procession, been a Father, and in consequence, 
the Son always a Son; but Father and Son necessarily make 
two persons. In the second place, he expressly says, that, 
“the Son was before all time,” as also a little after in the 
same chapter, he says’, “ He who received the beginning.of 
His nativity before all time from Him who hath no origin.” 
By time, however, the author did not at all understand that 
succession of moments which begins and is measured from 
the motion of the heavenly bodies; nor consequently did he 
mean to say merely, that the Son was before all time, be- 
cause He proceeded from the Father before every creature, 
and therefore before the sun, and moon, and other lights of 
heaven ; but when he says, that the Son was before all time, 
he attributes to Him a duration which has neither begin- 
ning nor end, For it is manifestly in this sense that he 
asserts that the Son existed before all time, because even 
before His very procession from the Father, and always, 
He was in the Father; and that in such sense as that 


* Qui ex eo qui originem non habet, principium nativitatis ante omne tempus 
accepit.—[p. 730. ] 


he held a twofold nativity, eternal and also in time. 479 


the Father even then and always was a Father, and Him- soox m1. 
self consequently a Son, as has been just now observed. “"¢¢ 7.” 
Hence, he does not say, (observe') that the Son proceeded nov, 
from the Father, but that He was (that is to say, [was] TIAN. 
in the Father), before all time. For he places the pro- NB. 
cession of the Son, of which he is speaking, in time, but 

His existence before all time. But yet, you will say, he 
asserts that the Son received the beginning of nativity 

from the Father before all time; and he calls the proces- 

sion of the Son His nativity. I answer, that this author, 
together with Tertullian, whom he almost always follows, 
seems to lay down a twofold nativity of the Son, in that He 

is God; one, whereby He existed from eternity in God the 
Father and from Him, as the co-eternal offspring of the 
eternal Mind; the other, that whereby He went forth from 

God the Father when He willed, to create the world, and 

that going forth of His this author, following Tertullian, calls 

a procession. For, as he says that the Son by reason of 

this procession was in a certain sense born, so did he ac- 
knowledge another nativity of the Son prior to that, a 
[nativity] true, and properly so called, and so eternal. 

This I gather from those words; “ He, therefore, being be- 
gotten of the Father, is always in the Father; I say ail- 

ways, however, in such sense as to shew that He was not 
unborn but born ;” and again; “For He is always in the 
Father, lest the Father be not always a Father.” Now, 

that the Son always was in the Father, he affirms in this 

sense (as I have already observed), that He was in the 
Father before His procession ; which is clear from the words 

which presently follow; ‘“‘He who was in the Father pro- 
ceeded from the Father.” From which I infer that according [603] 
to our author, the Son, even so far forth as He existed in 

the Father, before His procession and always, was born of 

the Father, and was His Son. For when He says that the Son 

was always in the Father, even before His procession, not as 
unborn but as born, he shews that the Son was born even 
before His procession. And when he proves that the Son 
always, even before His procession, was in the Father, on 

this ground, that otherwise the Father would not always 

have been .a Father; he manifestly intimates that, even 
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480 The Father anterior to the Son in causation, not in time. 


before the procession of the Son, the Father was always a 
Father; which surely He could not have been, without a 
Son born of Him. And this very thing the author seems 
also to teach a little further on in the same chapter, where 
he thus writes ; “ Whatsoever He (the Son) is, He is not of 
Himself, because neither is He unborn, but He is of the 
Father, because He is begotten ; whether as He is the Word, 
or as He is Power, or as He is Wisdom, or as He is Light, or 
as He is the Son.” The meaning of this is; the Son of God, 
whatever notion you conceive of Him, is of God the Father 
and begotten of Him; therefore He is begotten of the Father, 
not merely in that He is the Word of God, put forth, that is 
to say, with vocal utterance! in the beginning of the world, (in 
the sense in which, as we shall by and by see, the author ex- 
plains himself in another passage,) but even in that He is 
the Wisdom of God, such as it was eternally. Now he says 
that the Son received of the Father the beginning of His 
first nativity before all time; but not so that of the latter. 
Consult by all means what we have said below upon Ter- 
tullian. This, however, seems to be contradicted by those 
words, “ Because the Father also is in a certain sense 
antecedent to Him.” But there the author means the 
antecedence not of time but of origin. This he intimates 
clearly enough, when he subjoins, “ because it is necessary 
that He should be in some sort prior, in that He is the 
Father; since He who knows no origin must needs be in 
some way antecedent to Him who has an origin.” Upon 
which words Pamelius rightly makes this note; “ From this 
it is certain that when he says the Father precedes, is prior, 
and antecedent to [the Son,| he simply means this, as he 
subjoins, in THAT He 1s THE FatuHer.” And thus does Pe- 
tavius himself understand Novatian, De Trinit. ii. 2, 17, and 
vi. 11, 11. 

8. But I candidly confess that this passage of the author 
admits of being explained in another way, so that even the 
procession, of which he is speaking, should be understood of 
the eternal nativity of the Son from the Father; an expla- 


* Quicquid est [Filius], non ex se bum est, sive dum virtus est, sive dum 
est, quia nec innatus est, sed ex Patre  sapientia est, sive dum lux est, sive 
est, quia genitus est; sive dum Ver- dum Filius est.—[Ibid., p. 730.] 


Or, tt may be understood of the Eternal Generation, 481 


nation which Pamelius and others adopt. And according to soox 111. 
this interpretation, when the Son is said to be born of the “4'7"'9!" 
Father when He willed, that willing of the Father must be yova- 
understood to have been eternal. And then these words, 74’. 
“ He, therefore, being begotten of the Father, is always in 
the Father; I say, always, however, in such sense as to shew 
. that He was not unborn but born”... “because also the 
Father in a certain sense is antecedent to Him,” &c., must 
be thus explained: the Son, although He is begotten of the 
Father, is yet co-eternal with the Father; yet is He not in 
‘such sense co-eternal with the Father as to be unborn, like 
the Father, but He derives His origin from the Father; in 
which respect the Father is antecedent to Him, and prior to 
Him, seeing that He who begets is, in our way of viewing!’ ratione. 
and conception, prior to Him whom He Himself has begotten. 
Lastly, the words, ‘“‘He who was in the Father proceeded 
from the Father,”’ must be thus explained: He who pro- 
ceeded from the Father must be conceived by the mind?’ to * ratione. 
have existed in the Father before He proceeded from the 
Father ; although, as He was eternally in the Father, so from 
eternity did He proceed from the Father. But I think the 
former explanation preferable, both for other reasons, and 
especially because it is more in conformity with the notions 
of Tertullian, which the author has almost every where ex- 
pressed. But in whatever way you explain the procession, 
[still,] inasmuch as the author expressly teaches that the 
Son was in the Father always, before any time which can be 
assigned or conceived, and that in such sense as that the [605] 
Father has always been a Father; and accounts it a mani- 
fest absurdity [to suppose] that the Father has not always 
been a Father; it is most certain that he altogether shrunk 
from the Arian blasphemy respecting the Son of God, “ there 
was a time when He was not.” - 

9. And in order that this may appear still more clearly, 228 
it should be especially observed, that this author expressly 
says that the Son in such wise proceeded from the Father, as 
that He was equally*® in the Father, as well before as after ® pariter. 
that procession. These are his own words; “ He, therefore, 
when the Father willed, proceeded from the Father; He 
who was in the Father proceeded from the Father; and He 

BULL. 11 
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482 The Son was in the Father altke before and after His 


who was in the Father, because He was from the Father, was 
afterwards with the Father, because He proceeded from the 
Father ; that is to say, that Divine Substanee, whose name 
is the Word, through whom all things were made.” And 
here we must in the first place observe the reasoning by 
which this author proves that the Son, as well before as after 
the procession of which he is speaking, was in the Father, — 
and so was eternal. ‘He was in the Father,” he says, 
‘‘ because He was from’ the Father ;” and again, “ He was 
afterwards with the Father, because He proceeded from the 
Father.’ For, it seems, he reasons thus; whatsoever is of 
God Himself is co-eternal with God Himself; as It was in 
God from eternity, so will It abide in Him to eternity ; 
inasmuch as the divine essence and nature is always the 
same and unchangeable. Hence also in a preceding chapter 
(c. 23) he proves that the Son was not made, but was eternal 
with God, from this, that He proceeded from God‘; “If 
* Christ,”’ he says, “be merely man, how is it that He says, 
‘I came forth from God, and am come;’ since it is certain 
that man was made by God, and did not proceed from God? 
But in a manner in which man did not proceed from God, 
im such wise did the Word of God proceed, of whom it is 
said, ‘My heart hath breathed forth a good Word’;’ which, 
since it is of God, is also justly [believed to be} with God; 
and which, because it was not put forth to no purpose’, is 
justly [believed to be} Maker of all things.” Here the ex- 
pression ‘to proceed (or come forth) from God,’ which He 
attributes to the Word, he manifestly contrasts with ‘to be 
made, which is applicable to men and to all other created 
beings; now that is said to be made, which, when before 
it was not, has received from another that it should be and 


‘ut esset et exist‘. According to our author, therefore, the Word which 


existeret. 


5 apud. 
® in. 


proceeded from the Father, and, because He proceeded from 
the Father, never was not in being. By the same reasoning 
he proves that the Word is and abides with’ God, that is, in‘ 


t Si homo tantummodo Christus, quo dictum est, Eructavit cor meum 
quomodo dicit, Ego ex Deo prodii et Verbum bonum; quod quoniam ex Deo 
vent ; cum constet hominem a Deo fac- est, merito et apud Deum est; quod- 
tum esse, non ex Deo processisse? Ex que quia non otiose prolatum est, me- 
Deo autem homo quomodo non pro- sito omnia facit.—[p. 721. ] 
cessit, sic Dei Verbum processit, de 


going forth. That which is in God, is in Him eternally. 483 


God, eternally, because, I mean, He is from’ God. “ Since,” soox im. 
he says, “ He is from” God, He is also justly [believed to be] oar ae 
with God.” In short, this is the meaning of the author; ae 
that which is and has proceeded from God, cannot be made, ° TIAN, 
but has always been in God; and that which has proceeded , ° * 
from God, always is, and will be, with God; or, in other — 
words, whatsoever is and has proceeded from God Himself, 

has been in God Himself; but whatsoever has been in God 
Himself has always been and will always be in Him. Of 

this reasoning, as I have said, the foundation is, the eternity 

and unchangeableness of the divine nature. But I could 

wish the reader to pause® with me awhile on these words ;* hereat. 
‘And which (Word,) because it was not put forth to no 
purpose, is justly [believed to be] Maker of all things ;” 

where the author seems to have meant that the Word, which 

always was in God, was put forth from God at a certain 

time, almost like a human word, which being first conceived 

in the heart is then put forth by the tongue. But to what 
purpose was the Word of God put forth? Not without pur- 

pose, he says, not in vain; but that He might make all 
things. That Divine Substance, therefore, whose name 1s 

the Word, (to use our author’s expressions,) always was with 

God; but according to this author, He was not the Word 
(Verbum, sive Sermo) of God before He was put forth from 

God with that Almighty Friar by which this universe was 
created. Nor yet was [that substance] so put forth from 

God at that time, as not always to remain with God and in 

God. You will understand this better when we come to [607] 
Tertullian, whom our author, as it were, aped. Meanwhile 

let us proceed to other points. 
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CHAPTER IX. 


THE THIRD PROPOSITION STATED, RESPECTING THE CO-ETERNITY OF THE 
SON; IN WHICH THE VIEW OF THOSE ANTENICENE FATHERS WHO HAVE 
BEEN TREATED OF IN THE FOUR PRECEDING CHAPTERS, IS MORE FULLY 
ILLUSTRATED BY TESTIMONIES OF CATHOLIC DOCTORS WHO LIVED AFTER 
THE RISE OF THE ARIAN CONTROVERSY. 


1. In the four chapters immediately preceding, we have 
laid open the views of certain Antenicene fathers, which, 
although they seem to be repugnant to the approved and 
received doctrine of the primitive Church respecting the co- 
eternity of the Son, are yet in no way really repugnant to it. 
In the present chapter, in order that a clearer light may 
be thrown on what we have already said, we propose to 
demonstrate the following proposition. 


PROPOSITION III. 


Certain Catholic Doctors, who lived after the mse of the 
Arian controversy, and resolutely opposed themselves to the 
heresy of the Arian fanatics, did not shrink from the view of 
the primitive fathers, whom we last mentioned, or rather the 
mode in which they explained their view. For they them- 
selves also acknowledged that going forth' of the Word, who 
existed always with God the Father, from the Father, (which 
some of them also called His cuyxataBacrs, that is, His con- 
descension,) in order to create this universe; and confessed 
that, with respect to that going forth also, the Word Hin- 
self was, as it were, born of God the Father, and is in the 


[Col.i.15.] Scriptures called the First-born of every creature. 


[608] 


2. This proposition receives no obscure confirmation from 
the anathema of the Nicene Creed itself, in which the holy 
fathers condemn the Arians for teaching concerning the Son 
of God", that “there was a time when He was not, and 
before He was begotten He was not.” Often before now 


U qv wore, Sre od hv, Kal xply yevynOijva:, odx iv.—[See above, p. 13.] 


Meaning of the words, ‘ Before He was begotten He was not.’ 485 
(frankly to confess the truth) has wonder arisen in my mind, soox m. 


as to what the Arians meant by that saying of theirs, “The “)"" 3" 
Son before He was begotten was not.” That it is not to be 
explained of the nativity of Christ of the most Blessed Vir- 
gin, is clear; for the Arians never denied that the Son 
of God was in being before [His birth of] Mary; nay, they 
always of themselves confessed that He existed before the 
creation of the world ; they are speaking, therefore, of a nativ- 
ity of the Son which preceded the creation of this universe. 
What then, I ask, is the meaning of this saying,— The Son 
was not, or existed not, before He was begotten of the Father, 
antecedently to the creation of the world?” I have indeed 
now no doubt whatever, that this statement of the Arians 
was made in opposition to the view of those Catholics, who 
taught that the Son, indeed, a little before the creation of 
the world, proceeded forth in a certain inexplicable manner 
from the Father, for the creation of the universe ; and that 
in respect of this going forth also, He is called in Scripture 
the Son of God, and, the First-born; but that He did not 
then first begin to be, but had always existed with the 
Father as His Word, and so as the co-eternal offspring of 
the eternal mind. As many of the fathers who were present 
at the Nicene council had eagerly embraced this explanation 
of the doctrine, and the rest were well aware that there was 
a catholic sense contained in it, they all with one consent 
condemned the Arians who condemned it. 

8. Eusebius, indeed, in an Epistle to his church, pre- 
served in Theodoret, towards the conclusion, adduces both [609] 
the interpretation which I have rejected, as his own, and 
another by Constantine*; “Moreover also,” he says, “it was 
not thought unreasonable that the proposition, ‘Before He 
was begotten He was not,’ should be anathematized, because 
it is indeed acknowledged by all that He was the Son of 
God, even before His generation after the flesh. And al-1,3,4, 
ready our emperor most dear to God was establishing! by *s7«7««d- 

ace. 
argument His being before all ages, even in respect of His 995 


Z dri phy 7d dvadepariferOa: 7d, TIpd xara odpxa yervfoews. dn St 5 Geogr- 
Tov yevnOjva:, obk Ay, obx Aromoy évo- A€atraros pay Bactrheds TE Ady~ KaTeE- 
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elvas abrdv vidy tod @eov Kal xpd rijs  vnow 7d xpd mdytwy aidvwv elvat airy’ 


486 Two explanations in a passage attributed to Eusebius ; 


on tne divine generation, seeing that even before He was actually! 
corTER” begotten, He was virtually? in being in the Father, in a man- 
tHe son. ner unbegotten’; the Father being always a Father, as also 
 veoret always a King and Saviour, and being all things virtually, 
3 ve and ever existing in the same respects and in the same 
ves,in- manner“.” But this passage appears to be spurious, and to 
adam have been inserted in Eusebius’ epistle by some impostor, 
ratione. (jt would seem an Arian.) For in the first place, the whole 
‘al wore of this passage is wanting in Socrates, an historian of the 
écaitws greatest credit, and earlier than Theodoret ; nor is it found in 
Exovres Epiphanius Scholasticus. In the next place, although two 
interpretations of the words of the Nicene Creed are stated 

here, yet both are simply absurd and foolish, and unworthy 

of so very learned a man as Eusebius; whilst the latter ex- 
planation, (which the writer of the passage delivers as Con- 
stantine’s, not without a tacit approbation of it,) namely, 

5 potentia. that the Son was in being virtually® in the Father before 
6 ex. He actually came into existence from* the Father, is not 
only absurd, but even heretical, and utterly overthrows the 

[610] eternity of the Son. For all created beings also, before 
they were produced actually, were virtually in being in 

God; yet are they not on that account said to be eter- 

nal. But it is abundantly evident from all his writings, 

that Eusebius always acknowledged the actual subsistence 

(as they express it) of the Son of God from eternity, hold- 

ing, as he did, most closely to the teaching of Origen. 

Hence Socrates speaks thus with confidence of the ac- 

cusers of Eusebius’; “ For they cannot shew,” he says, 

“that Eusebius attributes a beginning of existence to the 

" xaraxpé- Son of God, although they find him using’ in his writings 
oie tothe the expressions which belong to the economy®.” I may 
Son In- here remark, in passing, that in these words Socrates also 
carnate. indicates one, and that not the least, of the causes from 
which persons in general have regarded Eusebius as an 

Arian, although in other respects, in his writings, he 

ere) nal xply evepyela yevynOjvat, Suvd- Y oBre ydp txover Settar, Sri Edvé- 

pe: qv ev re Tarp) ayevvhrws, 3vros Bios apxhv rhs brdptews ldwor re vip 

tod Marpds del Tarpds, ds wal Baot- Tod @eov, nav rats THs oixovoplas A€fe- 

Adws kel Kal cwrijpos, cal Suvduer wdvra = ow ev rots BiBAlos edploxoverw abtoy 

bvros, del Te Kal Kata Ta abta Kal &- Karaxpouevor.—Eccl. Hist. ii, 21, near 


cabrws txovros.— Eccl. Hist. i. 12. the end. 
[p. 40. ] 
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throughout acknowledges the true and eternal divinity of soox 1m. 
the Son. For in his works he so urges against the Sabel- re a 
hans, of whom he was a most energetic opponent, and re- 
peats and inculcates again and again, till one is almost 
weary of them, those things which relate to the economy 
of the Son, (and, I add, to His subordination to the Father 
as His author and principle,) that he appears to have slipped 
into the opposite impiety of Arius, from which in fact he 
was always far removed. And this every one will acknow- 
ledge to be most true who shall study the writings of Euse- 
bius with care, and in an uncontroversial temper; and, if 
he be careful to observe this, he will also” be able to give a 
ready answer to all those passages, which Petavius, on the 
Trinity, book i. c. 11, has largely heaped together to prove 
that Eusebius was an Arian. Accordingly, Eusebius him- 
self, in an Apology which be sent to all the orthodox 
bishops, openly professed (as Gelasius Cyzicenus, on the [611] 
Nicene Council, book ii. ch. 1, relates) that if he had ever 
pat forth or written anything which savoured ever so little 
of the doctrine of Arius, he had put it forth and written it?, 
‘not according to his (Arius’) impious notion, but through a 
careless and unguarded! simplicity,’ being wholly intent, ' awepsdp- 
that is, on attacking the Sabellian heresy. But I return ”” 
to the point from which I have slightly digressed. Fur- 
ther, what person in his senses can believe that the Em- 
peror Constantine openly established that interpretation by 
argument in the council of Nice, and that consequently 
he wished the words of the anathema to be received in 
that sense? Certainly the council of Nice would have ef- 
fected nothing against the Arians by their anathema, if 
they had allowed the terms of it to be.understood and 
subscribed to in such a sense. Nay, the fathers would have 
openly gone over into the Arian camp, if they had admitted 
this meaning, that the Son of God had existed from eter- 
nity, not actually, but only virtually*. For the doctrine 
of the consubstantiality, as sanctioned by those fathers, 
would have been of no service at all to the catholic cause, 

5 ob why xara rhy dceBy exelvov %y- adopted by Theognis, a thorough-paced 
votay, GAN’ e dwepiépyou awAdrnros. Arian, according to Philostorgius, Hist. 


{Gelas. Cyz. deSyn. Nic.,lib.ii.c.1.] Eccl. ii. 15. 
® Indeed this very interpretation was 


ON THE 
CO-ETER- 
NITY OF 


THE sSON. 


[612] 
226 
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488 It seems interpolated, yet in part known to St. Athanasius. 


seeing that the true divinity of the Son cannot stand with- 
out His eternity. Some one perhaps may say, that Constan- 
tine argued for that particular meaning for the sake of the 
Arian bishops who were present at the council, and that they 
accordingly subscribed to the anathema as thus explained, 
but that the far greater part of the council protested, and 
resolutely maintained the true and catholic sense. This 
idea, however, is inconsistent with the express testimony of 
Eusebius himself, in his undoubted work, the Life of Con- 
stantine, iii. 13, where he says that the bishops of the coun- 
cil were at length, by the influence of Constantine, made” 
“of one mind and of one consent on all the controverted 
points ;” that is, that, at least as far as profession went, 
they embraced the same meaning in every particular. Last- 
ly, whoever will attentively read what goes before m Euse- 
bius’ epistle, will readily perceive that the passage in ques- 
tion does not well agree with it. For in that place Eusebius 
manifestly appears to have said all that he had to say on the 
subject of the anathema; and, consequently, to have quite 
finished his explanation of the Nicene Creed. The addi- 
tional matter therefore which is subjoined, [treating] again 
of this same anathema, down to the conclusion! of the epi- 
stle, appears to have been attached to it by another hand. 
Nevertheless, that the former part of this passage was extant 
in the epistle of Eusebius, even in the time of Athanasius, is 
gathered, not obscurely, from his words respecting Eusebius, 
and that epistle of his, in his book on the Decrees of the 
council of Nice; where, after stating that Eusebius, in an 
epistle to the Church of Cesarea, had declared his agree- 
ment on the consubstantiality, and thus had openly confessed 
that he and his party had previously been in error, he 
adds‘, “ And he fell into a difficulty; for, as if excusing 
himself, he went on to charge the Arians, because, having 
made the statement, ‘the Son was not before He was 
begotten,’ they would not allow that He was in being, not 
even before His birth after the flesh.” In these words it 


» duoyvdpovas Kal duoddtous abrods petaviov, Sri ypdiavres, ox Fv 5 vids 
em) rots &udioBynroupévors &xact Kare- amply yerynOjvat, obx HOeAov adrody elvat 
orhoaro.—|[ Vit. Const. iii. 13. ] ovdt wpd rijs xara odpxa yerdcews.— 

© nal méwov0 re Seuvdv’ ds yap &wo- p. 251. [§ 3. vol. i. p. 211.) 
Aoyovmevos xatyyépnoe Aoiwdy Tay ’A- 
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must be clear to any one that Athanasius glances at and 
notes as absurd, the interpretation of Eusebius which is con- 
tained in the very beginning of this passage. And this 
he also does in his treatise on the Synods of Ariminum 
and Seleucia’. But there will be no absurdity in it, if we 
say that Athanasius himself might have been deceived by 
some interpolated copy of Eusebius’ epistle, such as Theodoret 
afterwards followed. Although in neither of the passages 
which we have cited, nor in any other place, so far as I 
remember, does Athanasius touch on that latter heretical 
interpretation ; which he certainly would not (I think) have 
passed over in silence, if he had met with it in the epistle of 
Eusebius. Let the learned, however, judge of these points. 
This is most certain, that, whether Eusebius himself or some 
other be the author of that passage, both the explanations 
contained in it are utterly alien from the meaning of the 
Arians on the one hand, who alleged “that the Son of 
God was not before He was begotten,” and of the Nicene 
fathers on the other, who anathematized the Arians for 
making that statement. 

4, But that our interpretation is the true one is clear 
from the epistle of the Arian presbyters and deacons to the 
bishop of Alexandria, written before the council of Nice, 
which is extant in Athanasius and Hilary*®. In it these 
Arians reckon amongst the heterodox such as said of the 
Son‘, that “He who was before’, was afterwards begotten ! rv dvra 
{so as to be] a Son.” They then go on to explain their 7?” 
own view in opposition to this assertion, in the following 
manner®; “‘God indeed, being the cause’ of all things, is? a!rs. 
alone® [in an absolute sense] without beginning; but the ° povdra- 
Son, having been begotten by the Father independently of” 
time, and created and founded before the worlds, was Not 
BEFORE HE was BEGOTTEN, but having been begotten before 
all things independently of time, He alone subsisted* by the ‘ éxéorn. 


[613] 


Father. For neither is He 


“ p. 882. [p. 727.]' 

© Athan. de Synod. Arim. and Se- 
leuc., p. 885. [§ 16. pp. 729-30.] Hilar. 
de Trin. iv. 36. [§ 12. p. 883.] 

roy byra wpdsrepoy, Brrepoy yevyn- 
Oévra eis vidy.—t{ Athan. ibid., p. 729.] 

8 5 pdy Geds altios ray xdytwy rvy- 


eternal, or co-eternal, or co- 


xdvev toriw kvapyos povdraros’ & 3e 
vis dxpdévws yerynbels bxd rod Tarpbds, 
kal xpd aldvwv xricBels Kal OeneAtwOels, 
ob jy mpd Tov yerynOijva, GAN’ daxpd- 
vos xpd xdvrav yevrnbels, udvos bwd 
tov Tarpds iwdorn. obdt ydp éoriy at- 
dios, 4 cuvaldios, } cuvayévnros Te TMa- 
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ingenerate! with the Father; neither has He His being 
simultaneously? with the Father, as some say [that] cor- 
relatives [have],” (Father and Son, that is, of whom, the 
one being supposed, the other is of necessity supposed also,) 
‘introducing two ingenerate principles; but as being One’ 
only and the principle of all things, so is God before all 
things; wherefore also He is before the Son.’’ Here you see 
that statement respecting the Son of God which the Nicene 
fathers condemned, ‘“ He was not before He was begotten,”’ 
is made and asserted in express terms by the Arians, by those 
same [Arians] who confessed in the same breath that the 
Son of God was begotten and created before the worlds; 
and that in opposition to those who maintained that, “ He 
who was before, was afterwards begotten [so as to be] 
a Son;” that is, who, whilst they attributed to the Son 
of God a certain nativity, immediately antecedent to the 
creation of the world, yet denied that the Son then first 
began to exist, nay, rather strenuously contended that He 
had been in being, and had existed with His Father from 
everlasting. See also the Epistle of Arius to Eusebius of 
Nicomedia in Theodoret’s Ecclesiastical History, i. 5, and 
Athanasius’ Orations against the Arians, ii. p. 3298. 

5. There are extant in the great Bibliotheca Patrum cer- 
tain sermons bearing the name of Zeno, bishop of Verona, 
who is commonly said to have suffered martyrdom under 
the Emperor Gallienus, about the year of Christ 2605. But 
the learned at this day are well nigh agreed, and facts them- 
selves shew, that these sermons were written after the coun- 
cil of Nice; at which period likewise certain learned men 
have affirmed that Zeno himself flourished, and that not 
without very strong reasons, which you may read in vol. i. 
of Philip Labbé, on Ecclesiastical Writers, under Zeno. 
They are moreover of opinion that he was called a martyr 
because he manfully endured much amid the storms of per- 
secution raised by the Arians under Constantius. Three 
vpl’ od8t Eua rq Marp) rd elvar Xe, h (See the Dissertations prefixed to 
&s rives A€youet 1a wpds Tt, 500 &yevf- the edition of his works by the Balle- 
mous dpxas eionyouuevor GAN’ Hs povas  rini, Verona, 1739, Diss. ii. in which 
wal px} wdvrwv, obrws 6 @eds xpd wdy- it is shewn that the writer of the 
tov éorl 31d nal xpd Tod viow écriv.— Tracts lived between A.D. 360 and 


{ Ibid., p. 730. ] 391.] 
S [Orat. i. 22. vol. i. p. 427.] 
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of these discourses are entitled, ‘On the Eternal Gene- soox 11. 
ration of the Son.’ In the third of them the author writes "4. ra 
thusi; “The Beginning', my brethren, is unquestionably : princi- | 
our Lord Christ ; who has been embraced before all ages by P'™- 
the Father,—still, in whatever sense’*, God within Himself, *utcunque. 
of blessed eternity,—by the undivided fulness of His Spirit ; 

veiled under some mysterious * consciousness of His own; not ?nescio 
without the affection, but without the distinction‘ of a Son. ee 
But with the view of drawing out the order of the things mine. 
which He had devised, ineffable Power and incomprehensible 
Wisdom breathes forth the Word, from the region of His 

heart; Omnipotence propagates Itself. Of God God is born, 

having the whole of the Father, taking away nothing from the 

Father, &c. But how He who went forth was begotten, it were 
madness to conjecture. For the Son attempers Himself on 
account of the nature of the creatures®, lest the mean estate 5 rerum. 
of this world should be unable to sustain the Lord of eter- 

nal Majesty.” A passage parallel to this you may read in 

the first discourse, where he thus speaks concerning the Son 

of God*: “Whom before all ages the Father embraced in 

the deep unsearchable secret place® of His own sacred mind, ¢ arcano. 
and in a consciousness known only to Himself, not without 

the affection of, but without His being revealed’ as a Son. ’ revela- 
Therefore that ineffable and incomprehensible Wisdom pro-™"* 
pagates Wisdom; Omnipotence propagates Omnipotence ; of 

God God is born; of the Unbegotten the Only-begotten ; 

of the Alone the Alone; of the Whole the Whole; of the 

True the True; of the Perfect the Perfect; having the 


‘ Principium, fratres, Dominus nos- 
ter incontanter [al. incunctanter] est 
Christus, quem ante omnia szcula 
Pater adhuc utcunque [in Biblioth. 
wtrumque scribitur] in semetipso Deus 
beatz perpetuitatis, indiscreta Spiritus 
plenitudine, nescio qua sua conscientia 
velatum, Filii non sine affectu, sed sine 
discrimine amplectebatur. Sed exco- 
gitatarum ut ordinem instrueret rerum, 
ineffabilis [illa] virtus incomprehensibi- 
lisque sapientia e regione cordis eructat 
Verbum; omnipotentia se propagat. De 
Deo nascitur Deus, totum Patris ha- 
bens, nihil derogans Patri, &c....... 
Quomodo autem generatus sit, qui pro- 
cessit, dementis est opinari. Namque 
temperat se propter rerum naturam Fi- 


lius, ne eterne majestatis Dominum 
non possit mundi istius mediocritas 
sustinere.—[ Biblioth. Patr., vol. iii. p. 
386. | 

§ [utrumque is the reading of the 
MSS.; the Ballerini conjecture utcun- 
que or utrinque, preferring the latter. | 

« Quem ante omnia secula Pater in 
profundo suz sacre mentis arcano in- 
suspicabili, ac sola sibi nota conscien- 
tia, Filii non sine affectu, sed sine re- 
velamine amplectebatur. Igitur ineffa- 
bilis illa incomprehensibilisque sapien- 
tia sapientiam, omnipotentia omnipo- 
tentiam propagat: de Deo nascitur 
Deus; de ingenito unigenitus: de solo 
solus; de toto totus; de vero verus: 
de perfecto perfectus; totum Patris ha- 
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whole of the Father, taking nothing away from the Father. 
He goes forth so as to be born', who before He was born 
was [in being] in the Father.” Lastly, he speaks in his 
second sermon in these words': “Out of whose mouth His 
Only-begotten Son, the noble inhabitant of His heart’, went 
forth, in order that the world’, which was not, might be 
formed; having been from that time made visible, because 
He was about to visit the human race,” &c. 

6. The words which I have cited, in themselves shew that the 
author was not an Arian. For he says that the Son was born 
God of God, Whole of Whole, True of True, Perfect of Perfect, 
having the whole of the Father, &c., which who among Arians 
could have endured seriously to affirm of the Son of God? 
But now in these passages the author does indeed plainly 
attribute to the Son a certain generation and nativity which 
took place at the time when God the Father willed to create 
all things; but he no less plainly acknowledges that the same 
Son had existed from eternity with the Father, and that as 
a Son. For, first, he says that Christ is incontanter, (i. e. 
without doubt,) the Beginning ; that is, that than which there 
was nothing prior or more ancient. Next, he clearly teaches 
that the Father before all ages had the Son within Himself; 
and, further, embraced Him as a Son, although veiled under 
His own consciousness alone. Furthermore, he says that the 
Son was from everlasting the noble inhabitant of the heart 
of the Father, and, as being such, he calls Him the only-be- 
gotten Son. Moreover, he expressly affirms that the Son 
was in being before He was generated in that way which he 
describes ; ‘‘ He was,” he says, “ before He was begotten™.” 
Where you have the very same doctrine which the Arians 
denied, and as denying [it] were anathematized by the 
Nicene fathers. Besides, the author is so far from dreaming 
that the Son first began to exist through the nativity of 
which he speaks, that he teaches that nothing whatsoever 


bens, nihil derogans Patri. Procedit humanum genus visitaturus erat, &c. 


in nativitatem, qui erat antequam nas- —[Ibid.] 
ceretur in Patre.—/[Ibid. ] = (‘Or born.’? The Latin word 
1 Cujus ex ore, ut rerum natura, is nasceretur, by which the xply yev- 


que non erat, fingeretur, prodivit uni- ywy@jvac of the Nicene anathema is 
genitus Filius, cordis ejus nobilis in- rendered.) 
quilinus; exinde visibilis effectus, quia 


he held a two-fold generation, eternal, and in time. 4938 


thence accrued to the Son; moreover that the Son, while in soox im. 
this way He was begotten, and came forth from the Father, % rae 
“attempered Himself on account of the nature of the crea- ~ [617] _ 
tures, lest the mean estate of this world should be unable to 
sustain the Lord of eternal majesty.”” Of this condescen- 

sion! of the Son, we shall by and by hear Athanasius himself! demis- 
speak. Lastly, the very title of the sermons, “On the Eter- “"~ 
nal Generation of the Son,” sufficiently declares the mind of 

the author, namely, that he conceived Christ to have been 

from eternity the Son of the Father, begotten of Him; for 

how could he have written of the eternal generation of the 

Son, who believed not in any eternal generation of the Son? 

But, you will ask, where, in what place throughout these 
discourses has the author made mention of the eternal gene- 

ration of the Son? I answer, in the passages which we have 

just now brought forward, where he says that the Father 

from everlasting had the Son within Himself, and embraced 

Him as His Son, &c. The author, undoubtedly, insists ra- 

ther upon that nativity whereby the Son went forth from 

the Father to create the universe; because this nativity was 

the setting forth and manifestation of that first and eternal 
{nativity,] so that the Son may properly be said to have 

been then first born unto us creatures. If, however, any 

one should find fault with the words “embraced without 

[any] distinction,” as if, that is, the author had thereby 
meant that the Son, so far as He existed from everlasting 

with the Father, was undistinguished in person from the 
Father ; (which his over-suspicious temper suggested to Pe- 
tavius;) let him bear in mind that the author has explained 

what he said in the passage which we quoted first, ‘““ He em- 
braced without distinction,” by these words in the second, 

‘‘He embraced without revealing.” The generation, there- 

fore, which the author describes in these passages, is, as I 

have said, nothing else than the revelation of the Son, whom 

the Father embraced with Himself, and, so to speak, to Him- 

self alone from eternity ; in other words, His going out of, 

and procession from, the Father, (that is, in operation,) in 

order to create the things which were not, and to manifest 
Himself to the creatures’, that is, to angels and men. * rebus 


7. For the rest, that this author, whoever he was, acknow- “Te18] 
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on tue ledged Christ in His higher’ nature to be the co-eternal Son 
corres of the eternal Father, and that there never was a time when 
tue son. the Son was not, we know for certain from other sources. 
‘potiori. For, in the firat of the sermons concerning the Creation’ 
; 228 (that the author of these sermons was the same as the author 
de Genesi. | those other sermons on the Eternal Generation of the Son, 
any person of discernment’ may at once perceive from the 
style itself) he expressly attributes the same original eter- 
nity to the whole most sacred Trinity, the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost; saying", “This is our God, who has 
distributed Himself into God‘. This is the Father, who, 
His own state remaining unimpaired, reciprocated Himself 
wholly® into the Son®, so as not to take away any thing from 
Himself. Lastly, the One rejoices in the Other, together 
with the fulness of the Holy Spirit, radiant with onz oriet- 
NAL ETERNITY.” Now who does not observe the agreement 
of the phrases and words in this passage with those places 
which we have quoted before from the sermons on the 
Eternal Generation of the Son? There it was, “God is born 
of God;” here it is, ‘‘God has distributed Himself into 
God ;” there it was, “ having the whole of the Father, taking 
away nothing from the Father ;” here it is, “ ‘The Father re- 
ciprocated Himself wholly into the Son, so as not to take 
away any thing from Himself.” Once more, mention was 
there made of ‘the fulness of the Spirit ;’ and here also in 
like manner. The same writer in his sermon on that text, 
‘“When He shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, 
even the Father,” says, that the Father with the Son? * “has 
One possession of an original and everlasting kingdom, one 
substance of co-eternity and omnipotence.” Here again, 
who does not see that “the one possession of an original 
and everlasting kingdom” expresses the same in almost the 
same terms, as (do the words] in the former passage of his 
first sermon, on Creation, “ one original eternity?” And I 
know no reason why we should not believe that it is the 
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Father.” 
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« Hic est Deus noster, qui se diges- 
sitin Deum. Hic Pater, qui suo ma- 
nente integro statu totum se reciproca- 
vit in illum, (Filium,) ne quid sibimet 
derogaret. Denique alter in altero ex- 
ultat, cum Spiritus Sancti plenitudine 
una originali eternitate renitens,— Bibl. 


Patr., tom. ii. p. 367. [vol. iii. p. 359.] 

° (Bp. Bull has Illum; Filium is 
the reading of the Bibliotheca. ] 

p Cum quo (sc. Patre) originalis 
perpetuique regni una possessio, coz- 
ternitatis omnipotentiseque una sub- 
stantia.—p. 424. [p. 386. ] 


Constantine of a generation of the Son in time. 
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same author also who is speaking in the first sermon of the soox 111. 
Nativity of Christ, where, enumerating erroneous opinions 
respecting the Son of God, he puts this in the second place: 
“Another opinion,” he says, “‘which does harm more quietly',? modestius 
but more deeply, says indeed that the Son of God is God, 
- but not begotten of the Father in eternity? of excellence ; cen 


and that there was a time when He was not.” 


see that oft-repeated statement of the Arians respecting the 
Son of God, that “there was a time when He was not,” 


condemned by the author in express terms. 


And of -this 


author let what has been said suffice. 

8. Constantine the Great, in an epistle to the Nicome- 
dians, against Eusebius and Theognis, which he wrote after 
the council of Nice, and in which he inveighs vehemently 
and severely against the Arians, speaks thus respecting God 


the Father and the Son'; 


beginning, without end, the parent of time itself; and the 
Son, that is to say, the will of the Father, which is not 
taken up ‘ through any mental conception®, nor comprehended * ‘ aveldorr- 
with a view to the perfecting of His works through any, , 8 oh 


sought-out essence’*. 


this, will have an unwearied endurance of every kind of pun- ween 
For Christ, the Son of God, the maker of all clas. 


ishment, 


things, and the giver of immortality itself, was begotten, 
so far as relates to the faith by which we have believed ; 
He was begotten, or rather He went forth Himself, being 
also always in the Father, to set in order the things which 


were made by Him.” 


Here every one may observe an or- 


thodox and excellent explanation by Constantine of the view 
of those Antenicene fathers of whom we have treated above, 
which the Arians forsooth, as it is probable, dragged in to 


sanction their heresy, 


®* Alia modestius, sed mordacius no- 
cens, dicit quidem Dei Filium Deum 
sed non ex Patre nobilitatis perpetui- 

te progenitum ; fuisseque tempus, 
quando non fuit.—p. 426. [p. 386. ] 

r Narépa wd Bvapxoyv, &vev rédous, 
yovéa, TOU @vos abot" viby 5e, rou- 
réott Thy rov Tarpos Bobanow, iyris 
otre 8? evOuphoeds Twos dvelAnrrat, 
obre xpos thy ray Epywv abrov reAcot- 
oupylay sed river egeSnrnuevns obcias 
KateAtpen. bs yap Tovro Kal voei, xa) 


This explanation, however, given 


vohoet, ovros Ete: xpos Away Tipcoplas 
yévos ducduaroy irouovhy. GAAd yap 6 
Tod @eod vids Xpiords, 6 Trav andyrwy 
Snuuoupyds, xa) ris abavaclas abrijs xo- 
prryos, eyevvhOn 8cov xpos thy aloriw 
aviixev, 7 wmemoretcauer’ eyevvhOn, uaA- 
Aov 5 wpo7jAGey airds nal xdvrore ey 
T@ Tiatph dy, dx thy trav bw’ aro ye- 
re tee Siaxdocunow.—Apud Gela-~ 
sium de Actis Nicen. Concil., part. iii. 
{p. 217.] 


Here you; 
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sed n:orda- 
cius no- 


2 perpetu- 
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496 Constantine's explanation agrees with that of Athenagoras; 


by an emperor who has deserved so well of Christianity, 
(which doubtless he did not promulge without consulting the 
catholic bishops who were in constant attendance on him,) 
Petavius*, with effrontery enough, as is his usual custom, 
calls “a jejune and lifeless notion'.” So it seems every 
thing is jejune and lifeless with him, which does not square 
with the scholastic theology, which itself is, for the most 
part, truly jejune and lifeless. Is it so then that the greatest 
Christian emperor of the world is to come under the rod of 
a modern Jesuit, because he did not speak the precise lan- 
guage of the schoolmen, at the same time that he is not in- 
troducing any novel phraseology, and that he expressed the 
selfsame meaning which all Catholics acknowledge? Who 
can forbear being indignant at this tyranny of the school? 
I ask Petavius what he can justly blame in these words of 
Constantine? Is he displeased that the excellent emperor 
designates that going forth of the Son from the Father to 
create the universe, a generation? Yet he himself plainly 
intimates that he is speaking not of a generation properly 
so called, but of a figurative and metaphorical one. For 
after he had said, “He was begotten,” he immediately 
corrects himself by adding these words, “or rather, He 
went forth Himself;”? and he expressly allows that the 
Son always? existed in and with His Father. Moreover, in 
an epistle to Arius, written apparently about the same time, 
preserved also in Gelasius‘, he teaches in express terms that 
God the Father begat the Son of Himself, “eternally and 
without beginning,” (didiws cat dvapyws.) Now it must be 
observed that this explanation of Constantine exactly cor- 
responds with the explanation’ of Athenagoras, which we 
adduced before. Athenagoras had said that the Son was 
the First Offspring of the Father, that is, put forth first, 
before all creatures, a little before the foundation of the 
world; but he presently corrects himself by saying, “not as 
having been” then first “brought into being,” (ody as yevd- 
Hevov,) since the Word existed always with the Father; but 
as going forth from the Father, in order that He might be 
the idea and active principle* of the things which were to 
be created; and Constantine explains himself exactly in the 
® De Trin. i. 5. 10. p. 81. * Part ili. 


7s confirmed by passages in St. Athanasius. 497 


same way. And I have no doubt that this was the very ex- B0ox 1. 
position which Constantine is said to have established at the “58,9. 
council of Nice in that passage of the epistle of Eusebius, of 
which I treated largely above, although it is there repre- 
sented most incorrectly. 

9. But what if we can shew that Athanasius himself sanc- 
tioned with his approval this “jejune and lifeless’ notion of 
Constantine? Will Petavius venture to utter a murmur 
against that great vindicator and defender of the catholic 
faith against the Arians? Certainly not, I imagine. For he 
professes to think", that to Athanasius “above other fathers 
an exact and clear insight into the catholic doctrine of the 
Trinity was vouchsafed by God.” Let us then hear Atha- 
nasius, (whom I myself also allow to be beyond all praise.) 
In his third oration against the Arians, on that passage of 
the Apostle, wherein Christ is designated “the First-born 
of every creature,’”’ which the heretics used to allege in 
order to overthrow the consubstantiality and co-eternity of [622] 
the Son, he makes this reply*; “And though He is called 
the First-born of the creation, still He is not called the First- 
born as being made level’ with the creatures, and the first of 1 4s ateod- 
them in respect of time; for how could this be where He is “*”° 
the Only-begotten? But it is because of the condescen- 
sion’ of the Word to the creatures.” And a little after he 2 cvxard- 
says’; “‘ For the same [Person®] cannot be both the Only- “a be 
begotten and the First-born, except indeed it be in different 
relations; so that He be Only-begotten, because of His ge- 4 xpds éaro 
neration of the Father, as has been said; and First-born, ** + 
because of His condescension to* the creation, and the 5 2, 
making of many to be His brethren. Certainly, these two 
expressions being opposed to each other, one might justly 
say that the property of being the Only-begotten holds 
rather in the case of the Word, inasmuch as there is no other 


* (Petavius, Prefat, in tom. ii. Theol. 
Dogm. c. 38. § 5.] 
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498 Athanasius’ explanation of “First-born of every creature ;’’ 


Word nor other Wisdom, but He alone is the true Son of 
the Father. For, as has been before said, the words ‘the 
Only-begotten Son who is in the bosom of the Father,’ are 
said of Him,” (i. e. in John i. 18, a passage whith had been a 
little before adduced,) “‘ not with any reason annexed’, but ab- 
solutely. Whilst, on the contrary, the term First-born has 
connected with it the reason of the creation, which Paul 
added in saying, ‘For by? [or in] Him were all things created.’ 
Now if all the creatures were created by [or in] Him, He is 
another than the creatures, and is not a creature, but the 
Creator of the creatures. It was not, then, because He is 
from the Father? that He is called the First-born, but because 
the creation was made by [orin] Him. And as before the 
creation He was Himself the Son, through whom the creation 
was made; so also before He was called the First-born of all 
the creation, not the less was the Word Himself with God, 
and the Word was God.” Here Athanasius plainly teaches, 
that the Son was the Word with God, and God the Word 
from everlasting, and before He became the First-born of 
every creature ; and that He is called the First-born of every 
creature because of His condescension to the creatures, that 
is to say, because He descended from‘ the Father in order to 
create them, and exalted the reasonable creatures themselves, 
after they were created, to the adoption of sons of God. Now, 
who that is not dull of understanding but must perceive, that 
the theology of Athanasius in this place exactly agrees with 
the teaching of the ancient writers, whom we have already 
mentioned? But if these words seem to any one not explicit 
enough, Athanasius shortly afterwards explains himself still 
more clearly, thus?; ‘ For it is plain to all, that, neither be- 
cause of [what He is in] Himself, as though He were a crea- 
ture, nor yet because of His having any kinship in respect of 
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essence with the whole creation, was He called the First-born! ; soox 11. 
but because both at the beginning the Word, in making the im 9. 10. 
creatures, condescended to the things made, in order that it'for, 
might be possible for them to be brought into being; for hore 
they could not have borne His nature, being the unmixed it.”] 
brightness of the Father’, unless having condescended with ? &paroy 
the Father’s loving-kindness He had taken hold of them, eile 
and having taken hold of them had brought them into ex- *Péra. 
istence; and again, secondly, in that by the condescension 
of the Word the creature itself also is through Him adopted 
into sonship; in order that also of it, as has been before 
stated, He might in all things become the First-born, both in 
creating it, and in being brought into the world for? all.” 
10. In these passages of Athanasius, I affirm that there 
is contained an exact and clear explanation of the theories 
propounded by Athenagoras, and other fathers whom I have 
before adduced, respecting a nativity of the Word shortly 
before the creation of the world. But since of all the Ante- 
nicene writers Athenagoras has treated this subject with the 
greatest clearness and accuracy, I have thought it well to 
compare his statements especially with those of Athanasius. 
In the first place, then, Athenagoras had called the Word, 
the First offspring of the Father, cautiously adding, that this 
must not be so regarded, :as if the Word were something 
brought into being, (yevowevdy rt,) inasmuch as He existed 
from everlasting with God the Father. Athanasius in like 
manner reminds us expressly, that, when in the Scriptures 
the Word is called the First-born of every creature, this 
phrase must by no means be so explained, as if He were 
the first among the creatures, or had an essence akin to 
created beings; seeing that He was the Word with God, 
and God the Word, before He became the First-born of 
every creature, and so from everlasting. Secondly, Athe- 
nagoras called the Word the First Offspring of the Father, 
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500 Athanasius’ ‘ condescension’ is the same as Athenagoras’ 


on tHE in consequence of that going forth (zpoéXevors,) whereby He 
cvity og Went forth from the Father to be the idea and energy of the 
THE son. future creation. So Athanasius understood that the Word 
Himself is called the First-born, because of his condescension 
(cuvyxataBacrs) to the creation; where the going forth (apoé- 

Aevows) of Athenagoras is no doubt equivalent to Athanasius’. 
condescension (avyxaraBaois), except that the latter term 

more clearly expresses the cause of that which is signified by 

both. However in the passage which I have* adduced above, 
Athanasius, as well as Athenagoras, has used in this matter 

the very expression mpoeAOwyv, (having gone forth). Lastly, 

those Antenicene fathers, whose view I have explained in 

the four preceding chapters of this book, agree in explaining 

that passage of the Apostle, in which Christ is called the 

1 progres- First-born of every creature, of the going forth', as it were, 
sione. of the Word from the Father, for the creation of all things ; 
[626] and Athanasius does the same. And this interpretation 
the author of the old Latin version seems also to have fol- 

lowed, for he paraphrases the words of Wisdom, respecting 

herself, in Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 3, “Icame forth out of the 

mouth of the Most. High, and like a cloud I covered the 

earth,” thus»: “TI came forth out of the mouth of the Most 

High, the First-born before every creature; I made an un- 

failing light to arise in the heavens ;’’ I call this translation 

a paraphrase, because in the Greek text, as also in the Syriac 

and the Arabic versions, these clauses, “the First-born be- 

fore every creature, I made an unfailing light to arise in the 
heavens,” are wanting. Now from this paraphrase of the 

author, (whose version both we ourselves recognise as very 

ancient, and the doctors of the Roman Church hold to be 
authentic,) it is clear that, in the opinion of the translator, 

by Wisdom is there meant the Word or Son of God, and 

that the Word is called the First-born before every creature, 

because in the beginning He came forth, as it were, from the 

mouth of God the Father, to create the universe, together with 

the utterance of that almighty word, “ Frat,” which we read 

? primige- that God used also in the creation of the primal? light. Nor 
nia. is there any ground for fear, that in this passage of Ecclesi- 


* Sce this Book, c. 7. § 5. [p. 468.] fect in ceelis ut oriretur lumen indefi- 
b Ego ex ore Altissimi prodivi, pri- ciens, [Ecclus. xxiv. 3. ed. Lat. Vulg.] 
mogenita ante omnem creaturam; ego 
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asticus if by Wisdom we understand the Son of God, as all soox 111. 
the ancients understood it, the co-eternity of the Son of @19 11. 
God will be endangered; seeing that Wisdom is frequently” 
in the same chapter said to be created and made. For it 
is clear, as Grotius rightly observes, that the word created 
(xrifeoOar) there signifies, “to be brought forth to light, that 
is, by works.” But this by the way. Let us proceed with 
Athanasius. , 

11. In the passages adduced he plainly declares that that 
going forth of the Word from! the Father to create all! ex. 
things, on account of which He is called in Scripture, the 
First-born of every creature, was a kind? of condescension 2 quandam. 
of His. And he also alleges this cause of that condescen- 
sion, that otherwise, and unless the Word had so humbled (627] 
‘Himself, the creatures could by no means have borne and 
sustained His nature, and the unmixed* splendour of the s indilu- 
Father, (that is, that glory, equal to the Father’s, which ™™ 
He had from everlasting with the Father.) Exactly the 
same was said, as we have just now seen, by the author 
of the Sermons attributed to Zeno of Verona, on that nati- 
vity of the Son, which was immediately followed by the cre- 
ation of the world, when he thus writes*; ‘“ But how He, 
who went forth, was begotten, it were madness to con- 
jecture. For the Son attempers Himself on account of the 
nature of the creatures, lest the mean estate of this world 
should be unable to sustain the Lord of eternal Majesty.” 
And no other meaning (as it seems to me) was intended by 
the learned Eusebius Pamphili, when in his Panegyric on 
Constantine, chap. i1., he thus wrote’; “ We ought exceed- 99) 
ingly to be overawed at the hidden and invisible Word, the 
same who both formed and set in order‘ the universe, being ¢ eiSoroidy 
the Only-begotten of God; whom the Maker of all things, on Koen 
who is beyond and far above every essence, Himself begat of 
Himself, and appointed as Prince and Governor of this uni- 
verse. For inasmuch as it was not possible that the fleeting 
substance of bodies, and the nature of the rational creatures 
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502 Eusebius; the Word a mean between God and created beings; 


but just brought into being, should approach to the all-ruling 
God, through the exceeding degree wherein they fell short 
of His supreme power, (for He indeed was unbegotten, far 
above and beyond all things, ineffable, incomprehensible, 
unapproachable, ‘dwelling in the light which no man hath 
access unto,’ as the Holy Scriptures say; whereas the nature 
which was put forth out of what was not, is most widely 
distant and far removed from the nature which is unbe- 
gotten,) with good reason the All-good and God of the uni- 
verse, interposes as a mean the divine and Almighty power 
of His Only-begotten Word, which has indeed the most 
perfect and intimate intercourse’ possible with the Father, 
and enjoys, within Him, His ineffable secrets?; and which 
condescended’ in great meekness, and was, in a certain man- 
ner‘, conformed to those that fall short of the supreme. For 
in any other way it would not have been either pure or holy, 
to connect Him who is beyond and far above all, with cor- 
ruptible matter and body.” Here, the word ocvyxarvévas, 
which Eusebius uses, has precisely the same meaning as 
that used by Athanasius, cvyxaraBaivey, that is to say, 
to condescend ; and both authors assign the very same cause 
and reason for that condescension of the Word. But Euse- 
bius manifestly says that the power of the Word is a mean 
between God and the creatures, not viewed in Itself, but on 
account of that condescension of which He is speaking. 
Nay, he expressly declares in this place, that the power of 
the Word, even whilst lowering Itself thus, has a most per- 
fect and intimate intercourse with God the Father, and re- 
maining within Him enjoys His ineffable secrets; exactly 
in the same sense as Athanasius asserts, that the Word 
Himself does not so condescend, but that He ever remains 
the unmixed splendour of the Father. As to the remark, 
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therefore, of Valesius on this passage (the same who rightly soox 111. 
vindicates Eusebius from the charge of Arianism), to the arc 
effect that these words of Eusebius are very well refuted by — 
Athanasius, in his third Oration against the Arians‘, herein 
that most excellent man (I would say it with all deference 
to him) is quite mistaken. The error, which Athanasius 
there refutes, was that of the Arians, or rather of the semi- 
Arians, who used to teach, that the very nature of the Son 
in itself is a mean between God and the creatures; that is 
to say, is far removed' from the supreme nature of God, and ' distare. 
yet is altogether unlike the rest of created beings. That 
Eusebius altogether shrunk from this error, this passage, 
upon which Valesius made that annotation, affords proof 
enough. But that matter is put beyond all risk of contro- 
versy by the words of Eusebius in the sixth chapter of this 
very Panegyric on Constantine®; where, after speculating 
somewhat subtlely on the number three, he says that thereby 
is signified the most holy Trinity, the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost, whose nature is equal, and alike uncreate and 
without all beginning. His words are these; ‘“ The number 
three (rpsds) first exhibited justice, introducing equality; as 
having received beginning, middle, and end equal ; .and these 
are an image” of the mystical, and all-holy, and sovereign ? eixay. 
Trinity; which, depending onthe nature that is without 
beginning’® and ingenerate, has received the seeds and the 3 avdpyov. 
proportions and the causes of the being of all created 
things.” What, I ask, was ever said by any catholic more [630] 
effectual, or more express than this, against Arius and the : 
other anti-Trinitariansf? Again in chap. il. of the same 
Panegyric, at the beginning, he expressly attributes to the 
Son of God specifically, a divine empire absolutely co-eternal 
with God the Father&; “The Only-begotten Word of God,” 
he says, “reigning with His own Father from ages that are 2382 
without beginning, unto ages that are without limit and 
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504 Alexander used the same words in the same sense. 


without end.” But that the Son of God, who existed with 
His Father from everlasting, as being of the same nature 
with Himself, uncreate and without beginning’, did, when 
His Father willed, go forth (as it were) from Him to create 
and govern the universe, and condescended, and attempered 
(as it were) His own power; this view, I say, not only has 
Athanasius no where refuted, but he has himself in the very 
explicit words which we have quoted, taught it and marked 
with his approbation. Now, if Petavius,—who would have it 
thought that there is nothing in the writings of the fathers 
which he has failed to understand,—had understood this, 
surely never would the very learned Eusebius, who has de- 
served so well of the Catholic Church, have been attacked by 
him (as he is in all his writings) for an utter Arian’, because 
he called the Son of God “a mediator’ between God and the 
creatures,” and said other like things; much less with Jerome, 
[would he have attacked] him as a standard-bearer of the 
Arian faction’ ; and even Jerome the excellent Valesius® has 
ventured to blame severely on this account. What is to 
be said of the fact, that even Alexander, bishop of Alex- 
andria, who first raised the standard against the impious 
heresy of Arius, said exactly the same as Eusebius: and that 
too in the very epistle which he wrote to Alexander! of Con- 
stantinople, wherein he most sharply impugns the blasphemies 
of Arius; “ Not knowing,” he says, “im their want of good 
learning, that there must be a wide interval between the un- 
begotten Father and the things, both rational and irrational, 
which were created by Him out of what was not‘; imterven- 
ing between which [is] an Only-begotten nature/, that of the 
Word of God, which was begotten of the Father Himself who 
Is*, by which the Father made all things out of what was 
nots.” Here the meaning of Alexander was, without doubt, the 
same as that of Athanasius his successor in the see of Alex- 


& (‘Ariane quondam signifer fac- 
tionis.’”? S. Jerome, adv. Ruffin. i. 8; 
*‘Eusebii, Arianorum principis.” Ib., 
ii. 15.] 

» De Vita et Scriptis Eusebii, near 
the end. [Prefixed to his edition of the 
Eccl. Hist. ] 

1 ayvoodyres of dvdonnrot, ws paxpoy 
ay ein peraki Marpds ayervhrov, kat 
Tay KTiaOévtwy tm adTou é obK byTwr, 
Aoyikay re Kal dAdywr dv pecirevoura 


otois povoyerys, 5 hs ra SAa e ovn 
évrwy éxolncev 6 Marhp, rod @eod Ad- 
you, } @ abdrod rod byvros TMarpds ye- 
yévyvnta. — Apud Theodorit., Eccl. 
Hist. i. 4. p. 16, 17. ed. Vales. fp. 17, 
18. ; 

J} He uses Nature for Person; for 
he means Nature in Person, déow év 
droordcet, as he had just before ex- 
pressed himself. Valesius in loc, 
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andria; for presently after in the same place he goes on to 800K 11. 
write thus‘; “No one knoweth who the Father is but the § 11,12. 
Son; and no one knoweth who the Son is, but the Father ; 
[of] Him we have learnt that He is incapable of change or 
alteration, even as the Father, a Son wanting nothing and 
perfect, like unto the Father, inferior to Him only in [this . 
that the Father is'] unbegotten: for He is the most exact | udvy 76 
and unvarying image of the Father.” These words, at any 1632] 
rate, are so clear and distinct as to require no comment. 
He who wrote them could not have meant to say, that the 
Son of God intervenes? between God and the creatures, in ? neo 
the same sense as Arius. rebew, 
12. Perhaps you will ask me, what was the nature of that 
condescension of the Word for the creation of the universe 
of which the holy fathers speak? But what if I should 
simply answer, that I do not know? I am not on that 
account at liberty to despise and set at nought as an un- 
meaning subtilty, this notion of the venerable fathers; for 
their modesty and reverence for the holy mystery was too 
great to allow us to suppose that they fabricated it out of 
their own brain. Do you tell me, what was the nature of 
that emptying of Himself* and condescension of the Word * xévwors. 
and Son of God, whereby for us men and for our salvation 
He came forth from the Father, descended from heaven, and 
was incarnate; and I will endeavour to explain to you that 
other condescension; that is, supposing us both to act as mad- 
men, in attempting to scrutinize the mysteries of God. And 
who are we that are to do this? they that cannot know, as 
Gregory of Nazianzen! long ago well said, even those things 
which lie before our feet. For my own part, indeed, I would 
not venture to scrutinize this mystery; (although I think 
that I see what might not unwisely be said concerning it ;) 
I return, therefore, to Athanasius, who manifestly attributes 
a threefold nativity to the Son. The first is that, whereby, 
as the Word, He existed from everlasting of the Father and 
with the Father, as the co-eternal offspring of the eternal 
k obdels olde rls dori 5 Tlarhp, ei uh =vow exelvov. elxav ydp éeorw arnxpi- 
6 vids: nad oddels olde rls dorw 6 vids, Bwuévn kal awapdAAakros Tov Tlarpés. 
ef wh 6 Marhp. &rperrov trovrov nal —T[Ibid., p. 18.] 
dvadAolwroyv, ws Toy warépa, &rpoadey, y Orat. xxxvii. [Orat. xxxi. 8. p. 
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mind of the Father. This alone is the true and properly so- 
called nativity of the Word, in so far forth as He is the Word 
of God and God. It is by reason of this nativity, Athanasius 
thought, that He is called in the Scriptures the Only-begotten ; 
and it is in this respect alone that he thought also that the 
Son is of the Father’, that is to say, has derived the begin- 
ning and origin of His subsistence? from the Father. The 
second nativity consists in that condescension, whereby the 
Word went out from God the Father to create the universe. 
Athanasius held that it is in reference to this that He is called 
in the Scriptures the First-born of every creature. From 
this nativity no accession was made to the Divine Person of 
the Word ; seeing that, as he says, it was rather a humiliation 
and condescension on His part. Lastly, His third nativity 
then took place when the same divine Person came forth from 
the bosom and glory of the Father, and entered into the womb 
of the blessed Virgin; and thus “the Word was made flesh,” or 
was born man, in order that through Him we men might re- 
ceive the adoption of sons. Call to mind what we said 11. 8, 
5, [p. 214] on Hippolytus. Take care, however, not to think 
lightly of this interpretation of the great Athanasius; inasmuch 
as it furnishes you with the best key to the mind and view of 
certain of the ancients, whose expressions the Arians afore- 
time most ignorantly* dragged in to support their heresy, 
and certain modern theologians not Jess ignorantly (I ven- 
ture to say so, although they fancy themselves wiser than 
every one else) have charged with Arianism. 

13. To finish this chapter at last. From all this it is 
evident, that Petavius! groundlessly censured that most ex- 
cellent and (looking to the age™ in which he lived) most 
learned writer, Rupertus Abbas Tuitiensis, (the abbot of Tu,) 
for having written as follows in the first of his Commentaries 
on Genesis, chap. x."; “ What then? what are we to under- 
stand as implied in the words, God said, but the generation 
of the eternal Word, the Word consubstantial with God, 
from the effect of which both we and the angels are endued 


1 De Trin. i. 5. 9. " Quid ergo? quid in eo, quod dic- 
m He sent out his Comments on tum est, dizit Deus, nisi generationem 
the Scripture in the year 1117. Cave. Verbi xterni, Verbi Deo consubstan- 
Bowyer. (His whole works were  tialis, de cujus effectu et nos et angeli 
published at Paris, 1638.—B. ] rationales sumus, significatum intelli- 
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with reason? For the Word, which was truly born without soox m1. 
speech [vocal utterance’), and virtually contained all things, § 12, 13. 
the Father then actually begat when He created the heaven; ,..0 voce 
and the earth, when He made the light and all other things.” natum. 
In these words, whilst He plainly acknowledges both the con- 
substantiality and co-eternity of the Word or Son of God, and 

that He was truly, and without speech [vocal utterance], born 

from everlasting, (which he does in a hundred other places,) ; 
he nevertheless attributes to Him a kind of? generation, ? quandam. 
immediately preceding the creation of the world, in respect | 
of which He was said to have been actually*® born of the  actuali- 
Father; inasmuch as He then proceeded from the Father, to 
become the energy‘ of the creation, and to produce actually° : évepyela. 
all those things which from everlasting He had virtually within 7“ 
Himself. Now, why could not Petavius allow Rupertus with 
impunity to use the same language as the Catholic fathers, 

both the Antenicene and those who wrote after the council 

of Nice, and who were most strenuous opponents of the Arian 

heresy? The truth is, that writer, from being very well versed 

in the records of the primitive Church, as he m many points, 

freely asserted the ancient and catholic faith against the 
novelties of the Roman Church [then] in process of degene- 

racy®, so especially he ventured to impugn openly that great ® degene- 
ido] of the papists, the dogma of transubstantiation, which rants. 
in his age, to the amazement of the learned and the pious, had 

begun to prevail every where, and to be obtruded as an all- 

but catholic doctrine. Hence that hatred ofthe Romanists 

against Rupertus; nay, for this reason, the remains of that 
excellent writer would have been doomed to eternal obscurity, 

had not some learned reformed divines brought them out to 

light against the wish of the papists. This even Bellarmine® 

himself candidly allows in the following words ; “ This,” he 

says, (namely, the fact that the dogma of the change of the 
eucharistic bread into the Body of Christ is refuted throughout 
his writings,) ‘‘is evidently the cause why the works of Ruper- [635] 
tus Tuitiensis, although in other respects neither bad nor un- 


gere debemus?., Vere enim sine voce quando lucem et cetera fecit.—[Op., 
natum, et omnia potentialiter continens vol. i. p. 4. Ven. 1748. ] 

Verbum tunc Pater actualiter genera- ° De Script. Eccl.on Rupertus Tui- 
vit, quando coelum et terram creavit, tiensis. [Op., vol. vii. p. 140.] 
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learned, have lain for about the space of four hundred years, 
without light or honour, in the shades of oblivion; for in 


THE SON. OUr Own days have they first begun to see the light.” But 


234 


[636] 


enough on these matters. 


CHAPTER X. 


THE DOCTRINE OF TERTULLIAN AND OF LACTANTIUS RESPECTING THE ETER- 
NITY OF THE SON EXAMINED. CONCLUSION OF THE THIRD BOOK. 


1. Or those Antenicene writers who have been charged 
by certain learned men with denying the co-eternal ex- 
istence of the Son of God with God the Father, we have 
hitherto omitted two; I mean Tertullian and Lactantius: 
and since their case appears to be peculiar, we have thought 
it best to treat of them separately and in a distinct propo- 
sition. Let our proposition be this: 


PROPOSITION IV. 


Tertullian, mdeed, has in one passage ventured to write 
expressly, that there was a time when the Son of God was not. 
But, in the first place, it is certain, that that writer, though in 
other respects a man of great ability and equal learning, fell 
off from the Catholic Church to heresy; and it is very uncertain 
which books he wrote wen a catholic, which when inclining 
to heresy, and which, lastly, when a decided heretic. Se- 
condly, Tertullian appears to have used that expression in 
a controversial way, and in disputation with his adversary, 
playing on the Word “Son :” so that, although he seems to 
have absolutely denied the eternity of the Son, still he really 
meant no more than what those fathers meant whom we have 
cited in chap. 5—8 of this book; namely, that the Divine 
Person who is called the Son of God, although He always 
existed with the Father, was then first declared to be the 


verse. 


Tertullian’: words; Bellarmine’s explanation; rejected. 509 


Son, when He went forth from the Father to make the uni- sook mm. 
Certainly the same Tertullian has in many other °7",* 
passages treated of the co-eternity of the Son in a clearly 7 
catholic sense, if we regard the main drift! of his doctrine. As tian. 
for Lactantius, who also in one passage attributes, not ob- ™ imépe- 
scurely, a beginning of existence to the Son of God; his’ — 
estimation and authority is but of little weight in the Church 
of God, inasmuch as he was almost entirely uninstructed in 
Holy Scripture and Christian doctrine. And, secondly, it must 
necessarily be held, either that those passages in the writings 
of Lactantius, which seem to make against the eternity of 
the Son, have. been corrupted by some Manichzan heretic; 
or, at any rate, that Lactantius himself was infected with the 
heresy of Manes. Lastly, he has himself in other passages 
expressed a more sound opinion concerning the eternity of 
the Word. 

2. To begin with Tertullian; the passage in which he 
states that absurd opinion occurs in his treatise against Her- 
mogenes, chap. 11.°, where he thus writes; “ Because God 
is a Father and God is a Judge, it does not on that account 
follow, that, because He was always God, He was always a 
Father and a Judge. For He could neither have been a 
Father before the Son, nor a Judge before transgression. 
But there was a time when there was no transgression and 
no Son, the one to make the Lord a Judge, and the other a 
Father.”” On this place Bellarmine replies on behalf of Ter- 
tullian to the following effectP> (and he has been recently 
followed by a certain reverend writer of our own?;) “The 
Son,” his words are, “of whom Tertullian says in his trea- 
tise against Hermogenes, that He did not always exist, is not 
the Word of God, but a Son by adoption, that is, any other 
holy man whatsoever, or angel. For it is not Christ that is 
here treated of, but the creature that partakes of reason, [637] 
which has come into being? from without, and has given unto 2 accessit. 
God the name of Father in time.” But nothing is more 


(e Quia et Pater Deus est, et judex minum faceret.—[p. 234. ] 


Déus est; non tamen ideo Pater et 
judex semper, quia Deus semper. 
Nam nec Pater potuit esse ante Filium, 
nec judex ante delictum. Fuit autem 
tempus, cum et delictum et Filius non 
fuit, quod judicem, et qui Patrem Do- 


P Controv., tom. i. de Christo i. 10. 
[p. 841.) 

a (Dr. Samuel Gardiner; Catholice 
circa SS. Trin. Fidei Delineatio; pp. 
203, 204, Lond. 1677. | 
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certain than that this answer is altogether foreign to the mind 
of Tertullian. For besides that in the passage adduced he is 
speaking of the Son of God absolutely, and without any limi- 
tation, and denies simply that God was always a Father, he 
also in another passage in this very book clearly explains 
his own meaning. For, in chap. xviii., he writes thus of the 
Son of God, under the name of Wisdom‘; “For if,” he 
says, “within the Lord, that which was of Him, and in 
Him, was not without beginning, that is to say, His Wisdom, 
born and framed, from the time that It began to be agitated 
in the mind of God’, to set in order the works of the uni- 
verse ; much more is it impossible that any thing should have 
been without beginning, which was external to the Lord.” 
From this, I say, it is manifest, that Tertullian, when he wrote 
those words, was in no wise thinking of adopted sons of God, 
the holy angels, that is, or men; but that he was speaking of 
that Son of God, who is also called Wisdom, through whom 
God created this universe. 

8. Others, therefore, frankly and roundly answer, that Ter- 
tullian in this place, as in many others, through over confi- 
dence in his own great ability, manifestly deviated from the 
path of catholic truth: and that we need not to give much 
heed to what he taught, since his heresy, as Hilary" expresses 
it, “has taken away the authority from such writings as were 
[otherwise] to be approved.” That the Antenicene fathers, 
as well those who wrote before Tertullian as those who 
wrote after him, agreed in recognising the co-eternity of the 
Son, we have already abundantly proved. So that, if Ter- 
tullian did in truth deny the eternity of the Son, he was 
heterodox. To this you may add, that, after Tertullian had 
in his writings published that absurd statement, “There 
was a time when the Son of God was not,” the catholic 
fathers who lived after him, very soon in a united body, as it 
were, openly impugned that blasphemy, and stated it in their 
writings in express terms with the view of refuting it. We 


4 Si enim intra Dominum quod ex _fuisse, quod extra Dominum fuerit.— 
ipso et in ipso fuit, sine initio non fuit, [p. 239.] 
Sophia scilicet ipsius, exinde nata et tr... detraxit scriptis probabilibus 
condita, ex quo in sensu Dei ad opera auctoritatem.—Comment. on Matth. v. 
mundi disponenda ceepit agitari; multo [p. 630.] 
magis non capit sine initio quicquam 
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have in the previous chapters shewn that this was done by soox mt. 
Origen, the two Dionysii, of Rome, and of Alexandria, Gre- ‘'5""4. 
gory Thaumaturgus and Pamphilus the Martyr. Moreover Trrru.- 
also, the author of the Treatise on the Trinity amongst the ©4"- 
works of Tertullian, though in other respects he almost 
always imitates Tertullian and follows his opinions, (from 
which circumstance that work has been attributed to Ter- 
tullian himself,) nevertheless on this point openly departs 
from him. For whereas Tertullian had expressly taught 
that the Father was not always a Father, he, on the other 
hand, plainly affirms in his last chapter, that we must set 
it down, that the Son always was in the Father’, “lest 
the Father be not always a Father.’’ And this reply is 
quite sufficient to shut the mouths of the Arians who boast — 
of Tertullian as their patron. At any rate Jerome, against 
Helvidius, chap. ix. when pressed by the authority of Ter- 
tullian, replies thus in one word, “Of Tertullian I say no 
more, than that he was not a man of the Church.” 

4. Meanwhile it seems to me that on this point another 
answer should be made; for I think that Tertulhan put 
forth those words which we have quoted out of his book 
against Hermogenes, not as if he really and from his heart 
believed! them, but by way of disputation and in argument, ! haud bona 
with the view of any how mastering his opponent. It is known fide et ox 
to all who have even a slight acquaintance with the writings 
of Tertullian, that it is usual with him to seize on argu- 
ments from every quarter in support of his own hypothesis, 
and those arguments too not seldom such as he himself 
even was aware were of little or no force. I am persuaded 
that in this place he acted in his usual way. Hermogenes [639] 
contended that matter existed from eternity and without 
beginning, on the ground that otherwise God would not 
have been Lord from eternity, seeing that He would not 
have had any thing to obey Him. To this Tertullian replies 
that God is also called Father in the Scriptures, although 
He was not always a Father, but begat unto Himself a Son 
from a definite beginning’. And that the Son was begot- * ab aliquo 
ten from a definite beginning, he seems to have concluded ™ 4 


8 (See above, ch. 8. § 6. p. 477. ] plius dico, quam ecclesie hominem 
t De Tertulliano quidem nihil am- non fuisse.—[§ 17. vol. ii. p. 225.] 
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from this, that He went forth from the Father to create the 
universe, not from eternity, but at length, after infinite 
ages, when the Father willed; which going forth of His 
some doctors of that age called by the name of genera- 
tion. Now, though Tertullian was not ignorant that that 
going forth was not the generation or production properly so 
called, of the Son, (seeing that He existed from everlasting 
with the Father,) he yet, to serve his hypothesis, thought 
proper to suppress this. By a sophism not unlike this a 
person might say of the Creator of the universe, there was a 
time when the Creator was not, understanding that is, so far 
forth as He is called Creator. For God, the Creator of all 
things, was then at length called, and as it were made, the 
Creator, when He formed all things out of nothing; and 
there was a time when no made or created being existed, 
from which God should be denominated Creator. In the 
meantime, he who argues thus must not by any means be 
regarded as denying that God, to whom the name of Creator 
accrued at a definite time, is absolutely eternal. In some 
such way as this, I repeat, Tertullian here argues about the 
Word, who is also called the Son of God; ‘ There was,” says 
he, “a time when the Son was not ;” understanding, that is, 
so far forth as He is called the Son. For Tertullian thought 
that the Word was herein especially declared to be the Son 
of God, in that, when God the Father willed, He went forth 
from Him, and issued forth, as it were, from the womb of the 
mind of the Father, and was, as it were, born, in order to 
create the universe. But there was a time when the Word 
had not as yet thus gone forth from God. At the same time 
it is clear from other passages that Tertullian well knew that 


1 nunquam the Word, who is called the Son of God, always! was in being 


non. 
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and existed with God. But Tertullian’s artifice in con- 
tending with this argument, appears in a clearer light from 
that other passage, in the 18th chapter of the same book, 
which we quoted a little before. He there says that that 
Wisdom of God which is within God Himself, and which 
is of God? Himself, and which therefore previously ex- 
isted in God Himself, had a beginning at a definite time’. 
Strange! what Cidipus can solve this enigma for us? Surely, 
what is of God* Himself, and in God Himself, is God. But 
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there is nothing belonging to God! which is not eternal, as soox mr, 
Tertullian himself elsewhere acknowledges. How then, I ava 
ask you, could that which even before was in God Himself, Terrut- 
afterwards have had a beginning? If any one say that Per ah 
tullian conceived, that Wisdom, who is also called the Son of ~~ 
God, existed virtually *® only in God, previously to that begin- ? in poten- 
ning of which he speaks, he is plainly trifling. For in this 
sense all created beings likewise existed in God from everlast- 

ing; yet Tertullian in such wise distinguishes these from the 
Wisdom of God, as clearly to teach that the latter subsisted 
eternally in God Himself*4, the former are and ever. were ? in ipso. 
external‘ to Him. What shall be said of the fact, that, just , weara 
before in that very chapter, he had expressly said, that in the Deum. 
stead of matter, which Hermogenes held to be eternal, there 

had been present with God His own Wisdom, and that as 

the Spirit subsisting in Him, which alone knew His mind, 

and was to Him a counsellor, (which manifestly intimate the 
distinct personality of God the Father and His Wisdom,) and 

also as equal to Him, and of the same condition® or nature ° status. 
with Him'? “ If matter,” he says, “is necessary to God for the 

works of the world, as Hermogenes thought, God possessed 

matter of far greater worth and fitness, not to be judged of 

in the schools of philosophers‘, but to be understood in the ¢ apud phi- 
schools of the prophets’, even His own Wisdom. This, in are 
fine, alone had cognizance of the mind of the Lord; for who, ee J 
knoweth the things of God, and what are in Him, save the phetas. 
Spirit who is in Him? Now Wisdom is the Spirit; She was 

His counsellor; She is the way of understanding and know- 

ledge. ..... Who would not rather commend her as the 

fount and origin of all things, and the matter of all matter, 

not subjected to Him, not different in condition® [or nature]” * statu. 
&c.? The Wisdom of God, therefore, which existed always 
actually® in God, Tertullian says was then, as it were, born ° actu. 
and made, “when It [Wisdom] began to be moved to and 


* Si necessaria est Deo materia ad 

ra mundi, ut Hermogenes existi- 
mavit, habuit Deus materiam longe 
digniorem et idoneiorem, non apud 
philosophos stimandam, sed apud 
prophetas intelligendam, Sophiam suam 
scilicet. Hee denique sola cognovit 
sensum Domini: quis enim scit que 
sunt Dei, et que in ipso, nisi Spiritus 

BULL. 


qui in ipso? Sophia autem Spiritus; 
hec illi consiliarius fuit, via intelli- 
gentie et scientie ipsa est.... Quis 
non hanc potius omnium fontem et 
originem commendet, materiam vero 
materiarum, non sibi subditam, non 
statu diversam, &c.—[ Adv. Herm., c. 
xviii. p. 239. ] 
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fro in the mind of God, for the purpose of setting in order 
the works of the world ;” that is to say, when, at the will 
of the Father, It [Wisdom] began, as it were, to call up, to 
exercise and to exert Its energy and power in the creation 
of all things; or, according to Athenagoras, when the un- 
create and eternal Word (the same who is also called the 
Wisdom of God, as Tertullian himself, as we shall presently 
see, allows) “ went forth from God to be the idea and energy 
of creation.” Tertullian does indeed explain this mystery in a 
gross and almost impious way, if you look at his words [only] ; 
as if, indeed, the Wisdom of God had gone forth to create the 
universe, not without some agitation, and, as it were, moving 
of the Divine Essence, going before. But it is Tertullian’s 
usual way fearlessly to attribute corporeal affections to God. 
Hence certain learned men have thought that Tertullian really 
believed that God was of a corporeal nature ; with whom how- 
ever I do not myself agree. But it ought not to seem strange 
to any one that Tertullian here speaks so disrespectfully of 
the Wisdom of God, as if It had been agitated within God, 
before It issued forth to make the creatures, seeing that in 
another passage in this same book he attributes éven to God 
the Father a kind of! exertion, effort, and labour in the forma- 
tion of the universe. For when Hermogenes, chap. 44, alleges 
that God made this world simply by “appearing to and 
drawing near to matter",” Tertullian (as though he cared 
httle what he said about God, provided only he could con- 
tradict his adversary) replies thus in chap. 45": ‘Do not,” 
he says, “so flatter God as to suppose Him to have produced 
sO many and great substances by mere sight and mere ap- 
proach, and not to have created them by His own proper- 
strength. For thus does Jeremiah also set it before us*, ‘ God 
making the earth in His might, preparing the world by His 
understanding, hath stretched out the heavens also by. His 
ligentia sua, et suo sensu extendit coelum. 
He sunt vires ejus, quibus enixus to- 


tum hoc condidit. Major est gloria 
ejus, si laboravit. Denique septima 


= (‘facit mundum ... solummodo 
adparens et adpropinquans ei... ad- 


parendo et adpropinquando materiz,’’ 
e 48 } 


* Noli ita Deo adulari, ut velis illum 
solo visu et solo accessu tot ac tantas 
substantias potulisse, et non propriis 
viribus instituisse. Sic enim et Hie- 
remias commendat; Deus faciens ter- 
ram in valentia sua, parans orbem intel- 


die requievit ab operibus. Utrumque 
suo more.—[p. 249. ] 

x [Jeremiah li. 15, also x.12; where 
the last clause is rendered ‘“‘by His 
discretion ;’? the old Latin version, 
used by Tertullian has, suo sensu. ] 
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Mind.’ This is His strength, by exerting which He made this noox 11. 


universe. Greater is His glory in that He laboured. Lastly, in 4.5. 
on the seventh day He rested from His works. Both [labour Terrut- 
and rest] after His own proper manner!.” But is it really 4 
so? did God exert His strength to create this universe? “men 
will God’s glory really be the greater if He be said to have 
laboured in the creation of the world? is any thing difficult 
for God? But here is the writer’s cunning’. He meant? astutiam. 
these considerations to be of force, so far as they could be 
of force, against his adversary, cautiously reserving to him- 
self meanwhile, the refuge, as it were, of a catholic sense. 
God, he says, laboured in creating the world, He rested after 
creating it, “both after His own proper manner.” Now he 
knew that, if he had candidly and ingenuously explained 
this “ manner,” almost the whole force of his reasoning would 
have fallen to the ground; and therefore he abstained from 
such an explanation in this place. In other passages, how- 
ever, he clearly unfolds his really catholic view concerning 
God; for instance, in his treatise against Praxeas, c. x.¥ 
“ Absolutely nothing,” he says, “is difficult to God.” And 
afterwards in the same passage; “ with God to be able is to 
will; and not to be able is not to will.” So when he says 
that, when God was about to create the world, His Wisdom 
was agitated within Him, without doubt he meant “ after 
His own proper manner.” For in very deed that exertion 
and labour of God in order to create the universe, of which 
Tertullian speaks in the one passage, is just the same as that [643] 
agitating of the Divine Wisdom for the setting in order the 
works of the world, whereof he treats in the other. 

5. That this reply of ours is most true I shall further 
clearly prove from certain other passages of Tertullian, in 
which he teaches that the Hypostasis or Person itself of the 
Logos, Reason, Word, Wisdom, and Son of God, (for he applies 237 
all these names to the same Person,) existed from everlasting 
with’ God the Father and in‘ Him; and moreover, that that * cum. 
Divine Person, when the Father willed, went forth from‘ : apud, 
Him for the creation of the universe; and in consequence “~ 
of that going forth was called the Word®, and Son of God, * Sermo, 


y Plane nihil Deo difficile. ... Dei posse, velle est; et non posse, nolle.— 
[p. 505.] 
L12 


ON THE 
CO-ETER- 
NITY OF 
THE SON. 


‘is, wood, hay, stubble. 


1 disposi- 


tione, ‘‘mu- 


tual rela- 


tions in the from the Father’. 


Godhead.”’ 


* sensus. 
[See p. 519, 
note e. | 


[644] 


# sermo, 


5 non ser- 
monalis. 


6 rationalis. 
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Before I bring forward these passages, I think it mght to 
forewarn the reader, not to expect [to find] in them the ortho- 
dox doctrine delivered by Tertullian, in a manner perfectly 
pure, sincere, and irreprehensible. Rather he will there find 
golden veins, as it were, of catholic tradition mixed with 
some dross. ‘Tertullian holds the foundation itself of the 
doctrine, at the same time building upon it, as his manner 
Having premised this, I proceed to 
the passages themselves. In chap. v. of his treatise against 
Praxeas he proves that the Father is distinct in Person from 
the Son, from the reasoning of certain persons who asserted 
that in the beginning of Genesis it is thus written in the 
Hebrew; “In the beginning God made unto Himself a 
Son.” But however weak that argument be, he says that 
there are others supplied from that disposition! of God, 
which preceded the generation, or going forth of the Son 
“For before all things,” he says, “ God 
was alone, Himself [being] unto Himself universe and place 
and all things; and [He was] alone, because there was 
nothing else external [to Him] besides Himself. Yet not 
even then [was He} alone; for He had with Him that which 
He had within Himself, that is to say, His own Reason. For 
God is rational, and Reason was in Him first, and so all 
things were from Him; this Reason is His thought?; this 
the Greeks call Aoyos, which term we use also for Word’ 
[Discourse.] And therefore it is now usual with our peo- 
ple, owing to the simplicity of the translation, to say, 
that the Word‘ was in the beginning with God, whereas 
it is more suitable to regard Reason as more ancient; be- 
cause God had not Word? from the beginning, but He had 
Reason® even before the beginning; and because Word 
Itself also, consisting of Reason, shews It [Reason] to be 


* Ante omnia enim Deus erat solus, 
ipse sibi et mundus, et locus, et omnia; 
solus autem, quia nihil aliud extrin- 
secus preter illum. Ceterum ne tunc 
quidem solus; habebat enim secum, 
quam habebat in semetipso, Rationem 
suam scilicet. Rationalis enim Deus, 
et Ratio in ipso prius, et ita ab ipso 
omnia; que ratio sensus ipsius est. 
Hanc Greci Adyoy dicunt; quo voca- 
bulo etiam Sermonem appellamus, 


Ideoque jam in usu est nostrorum, per 
simplicitatem interpretationis, Sermo- 
nem dicere in primordio apud Deum 
fuisse, cum magis Rationem competat 
antiquiorem haberi; quia non sermo- 
nalis a principio, sed rationalis Deus 
etiam ante principium: et quia ipse 
quoque Sermo Ratione consistens, pri- 
orem eam, ut substantiam suam, osten- 
dat. Tamen et sic, nihil interest. Nam 
etsi Deus nondum Sermonem suum 
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prior, as [being] Its substance. However, even this makes soox 11, 
no [real] difference. For, although God had not yet sent His “"g,™ 
Word’, [yet] on that account He had Him within Himself, tery __ 
together with, and in His Reason Itself, silently planning * LIAN, = 
and disposing with Himself, what He was afterwards about , " Sermo- 
to speak through His Word’. For devising and disposing to- ® Sermo- 
gether with His own Reason, He was causing that to become "™ 
Word [Discourse], which He was dealing with in the way of 
Discourse*. And in order that thou mayest the more easily * Sermo- 
understand this, consider first from thine own self, as from an nen 
image and likeness of God, that reason which thou thyself also 

hast in thyself, thou that art a rational-animal, being, that is 

to say, not only made by a rational artificer, but even ani- 
mated.from His substance. Observe*, that when thou thyself — 

art silently conversing with thyself, this very process is car- 

ried on within thee by reason, she meeting thee together with 

a word‘ at every movement of thy thought, and every impulse ¢ cum ser- 
of thy conception®. Whatsoever thou thinkest, there is word, + sensus. 
whatsoever thou conceivest, there is reason. 


« 


It cannot be 

but thou must speak that in thy mind; and when thou [so] © 
speakest, thou hast® a word conversing with thee, in which ° pateris. 
[word] there is that very reason, whereby in thinking thou 
speakest with that [word], through which [word] in speaking 

thou thinkest. So in a certain way the word is a second 
[person] within thee, through whom in thinking thou speak- 

est, and through whom in speaking thou thinkest. The word 

itself is another [than thyself.] How much more fully then: [645] 
is this carried on in God, of whom thou also art counted? as’ censeris. 


miserat, proinde eum cum ipsa et in lLoquaris illud in animo, necesse est ; 


ipsa Ratione intra semetipsum habe- 
bat, tacite cogitando et disponendo se- 
cum, que per Sermonem mox erat 
dicturus. Cum Ratione enim sua co- 
gitans atque disponens, Sermonem eam 
efficiebat, quam Sermone tractabat. 
Idque quo facilius intelligas ex teipso, 
ante recognosce, ut ex imagine et simi- 
litudine Dei, quam habeas et tu in 
temetipso rationem, qui es animal ra- 
tionale, a rationali scilicet artifice non 
tantum factus, sed etiam ex substantia 
ipsius animatus. Vide quum tacitus 
tecum ipse congrederis, ratione hoc 
ipsum agi intra te, occurrente ea tibi 
cum sermone ad omnem cogitatus tui 
motum, et ad omnem sensus tui pul- 
sum. Quodcumaue cogitaveris, sermo 
est; quodcumque senseris, ratio est. 


et dum loqueris, conlocutorem pateris 
sermonem, in quo inest hec ipsa ratio, 
qua cum eo cogitans loquaris, per quem 
lognens eogitas. Ita secundus quo- 


dammodo in te est sermo, per quem’ 


loqueris cogitando, et per quem cogitas 
loquendo; ipse sermoalius est. Quanto 
ergo-plenius hoc agitur in Deo, cujus 
tu quoque imago et similitudo cense- 
ris, quod habeat in se etiam tacendo 
Rationem, et in Ratione Sermonem? 
possum itaque non temere prestrux- 
isse, et tunc Deum ante universitatis 
constitutionem solum non fuisse, &c.— 
[pp. 502, 503. ] 

® Quoted above, p. [561,] and be- 
low, p. [649.] 

b See section ii. 9. 21. [p. 275.) 
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the image and likeness, in that He has within Him reason 
even in silence, and in reason a word. I may therefore 
without rashness' first lay down this [as a settled prin- - 
ciple’, that even then, before the creation of the universe, 
God was not alone,” &c. After a few words about that 
agitating of the Reason or Wisdom of God, which I ex- 
plained a little above, and of what he calls the separation 
of the same, he proceeds further, in chap. vi., in these 
words‘; ‘‘ When first it pleased God to put forth into their 
respective substances and forms the things which He had set 
in order within Himself, together with the Reason of Wisdom 
and the Word, He first put forth the Word Himself, having 
within Him His own inseparable’? Reason and Wisdon, in 
order that all things might be made through Him, through 
whom they had been planned and disposed, yea, and already 
made, so far forth as in the mind of God. For this was [still] 
wanting to them, that they should be also openly known, and. 
apprehended in their own forms and substances. Then there- 
fore the Word Himself also assumes His own form and garb‘, 
sound and vocal utterance, when God saith, ‘Let there be 
light.’ This is the perfect nativity of the Word, when He 
proceeds from God,” &c. 

6. In these words of Tertullian very many things are 
to be noted. In the first place, Tertullian teaches that in 
that “disposition,” as he is fond of calling it, in which He 
was before the foundation of the world, up to the generation 
of the Son, (that [generation], I mean, of which he after- 
wards treats,) God was “alone” in this sense only, “ because 
there was nothing else external [to Him} besides Himself ;” 
that is to say, there existed not as yet any created being. 
In another respect He affirms that God “ was not even then 
alone,” since He had with Him, but within Himself, another 
with whom to hold converse, Him, that is, who is called His 
Reason, in Greek, Adyos. Secondly, from this it clearly 
follows, that when Tertullian says that God had from ever- 


¢ Ut primum Deus voluit ea que 
cum sophiz ratione et Sermone dispo- 
suerat intra se, in substantias et species 
suas edere, ipsum primum _protulit 
Sermonem, habentem in se individuas 
suas, Rationem et sophiam, ut per 
ipsum fierent universa, per quem erant 
cogitata atque disposita, imo et facta 
jam, quantum in Dei sensu. Hoc enim 


eis deerat, ut coram quoque in suis 
speciebus atque substantiis cognosce- 
rentur et tenerentur. Tunc igitur etiam 
ipse Sermo speciem et ornatum sunm 
sumit, sonum et vocem, cum dicit 
Deus, fiat lux. Hee est nativitas per- 
fecta Sermonis, dum ex Deo procedit, 
&c.—[p. 503. ] 
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lasting with Him and in Him Reason or Logos, he by no Book m1. 
means understood that very Reason’, from [having] which "g 5.6. 
God the Father is called rational’, in other words that TerruL-_ 
very Reason which we conceive of in God, (who is eternal AA, 

. Mind,) as His form‘, that is to say, the very mind of the, rovinds 
Father ; although Petavius will in every case have this to be [646] 
the meaning of expressions of this sort in the ancients. For ° velut 
how frivolous, how unmeaning, how absolutely nought, is °"™*™ 
this mode of proof; God was not alone before the creation 238 
of the world; because even at that time He was rational ! 

It follows that Tertullian, together with those fathers whose 

views I have explained above, most certainly meant in this 

place the Logos which existed eternally in and with God 

the Father “through His rational Power‘;” and conse- 
quently was not His rational Power Itself. This he him- 

self intimates not obscurely in those words; “For God is 
rational, and Reason was in Him first ;” which words are 

quite parallel to those of Athenagoras, [speaking] of God the 

Father before the foundation of the world : “He Himself had 

within Himself His Logos [Word or Reason], being eter- 

nally possessed of reason‘.” The expressions of neither of * Aoyeds. 
these two writers can without manifest tautology be explained 
otherwise than in this way: God, before the foundation of 

the world, and so from everlasting, was possessed of ‘ra-§ pollebat. 
tional Power; therefore the Logos [Word or Reason] was in 

and with Him eternally, as necessarily flowing forth from 

that rational Power of God. And what follows a little after 

in Tertullian has the same bearing; “ And this Reason is 

His thought®*.” For in this place sensus is the évvova of the ° que ra- 
Greeks, whom Tertullian every where imitates, which is dis- ipaits oat, 
tinguished from the mind itself. So afterwards in his com- 
parison of man with God, he says, “ Whatsoever thou con- 

ceivest there is reason.” But he means a really subsisting’ 7 gurdcra- 
évvota, as we shall presently see. In the third place, Ter-*” 
tullian observes that the Logos, which is the name of the 

Son of God, signifies both Reason® and Word®, and that both ° Ratio. 


9 Sermo. 


4 8:4 Aoyins Suvduews. [Tatian, mind must needs have in it from eter- 
Orat. cont. Grecos. § 5, p. 247; see nity an &yvoa or Adyos, ‘a notion or 
above, ch. 6. § 1.] conception of itself,’ which the Schools 

© for ‘consciousness.’ See Bp. term verbum mentis ; nor can it be con- 
Bull’s Discourses, i. p.5. ‘‘An eternal ceived without it.’’] 
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meanings are applicable to the Son of God; inasmuch as He 
is both the Reason of God, eternally sprung from and be- 
gotten of the rational Power of God; and the Word of God, 
as having been put forth from Him at a definite time’ in 
vocal utterance’? for the creation of the universe; and in 
the former sense he allows that it is truly said, that the- 
Logos was in the beginning with God; but not so in the 
latter sense. At the same time, whilst he makes this re- 
mark, Tertullian himself admits, that “It is usual with our 
people,” (i.e. the Christians,) “through the simplicity of 
the translation, to say, that the Word*® was in the be- 
ginning” (that is, from everlasting) “with God.” It ap- 
pears then, that the great mass of Christians, in the time 
of Tertullian, both said and believed simply, that the Word 
existed eternally with God. Would that this great man had 
not in this matter been wise above the common mass of 
Christians! Would that he had been content with that 
simplicity of translation! Meanwhile Tertullian, wise above 
the mass, agrees with the mass in the thing itself; conse- 
quently the cause is uninjured. For, in the fourth place, 
although he does thus distinguish between Reason and 
Word, as to lay it down that Reason is prior to Word, and 
that God had not a Word from the beginning, but only had: 
Reason‘; yet he forthwith corrects himself, as it were, and 
all but confesses that this distinction is a vain subtilty and 
a mere contest about words; seeing that he says that it 
makes no difference, whether one say that the Word® was 
in the beginning with God, or Reason. He adds, however, 
this as a ground for what he had said, that in reality the 
Word® Himself, namely the inner Word, was in the begin- 
ning with God, although He was then at last sent forth by 
God, when He went forth from Him for the creation of the 
universe. So that that generation, immediately preceding 
the creation of the world, which Tertullian attributes to the 
Word’ or Son of God, was not the production of Him who 
previously existed not, but only His mission, or sending forth 
from God to produce the creatures. 

7. In the fifth place, Tertullian expressly says that the 
Word consists of Reason, and that Reason is the substance 
of the Word; namely, that [Reason] which, as I said, was 


v. Relation of the Names. vi. Eternal personality of the Word. 521 
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the substance of the Word, as we shall most evidently °?§"7" 
shew hereafter, Tertullian meant the very Hypostasis® or TERTUL- 
Person of the Word. The Word of God, therefore, was a Lian. — 
substance or hypostasis, subsisting from everlasting in God. 

But, you will say, how then does Tertullian say that Reason, 

as the substance of the Word, was anterior to [the Word] 

Itself? was the Word a Person before the Word existed? 

Yes, certainly, according to Tertullian’s mind ; this very thing 

was precisely what Tertullian meant; the Word existed in 

His substance or hypostasis before He became the Word, 

that is to say, before He proceeded forth from God with 

vocal uttérance and sound for the creation of this universe. 

In the sixth place, Tertullian no less clearly teaches that the 

Word, even anterior to that His mission and going forth 

from God the Father, existed with! the Father as a Person ' apud. 
distinct from Him. This indeed follows from our first and 

second observations; for when Tertullian proves that God 

the Father was not alone before the creation of the world, 

by this reasoning, that even then He had with Him His Logos, 

he manifestly intimates that that Logos was even then an- 

other Person’, though not another thing’, from God the *alium. 
Father f, whose Logos He was. For he only is properly * @liud. 
said not to be alone, with whom there is another person 
present ; and if through all that eternity, so to speak, which 
preceded the creation of the world, God was unipersonal *, * #ovoxpé- 
and there was not in the Divine Essence one and another®, s 01, at. 
then indeed God must be said to have been at that time alto- que alius. 
gether alone, not only externally, in that there was not any 

other thing® external to Him, which Tertullian allows; but ® aliud. 
also internally, in that there was not another Person’ in Him, 7 alius. 
which the same Tertullian decidedly denies. But it 1s unneces- 

sary for us to treat it as a matter of inference; for Tertullian 
presently after teaches expressly that the Word ® before the ® Sermo- 
creation of the world, and so before His mission, was another “(é 49) 
Person from® God the Father, whose Word He was. This he, jj... 3 


e [Substantia corresponding etymolo- and unum in Tertullian, adv. Prax., c. 
gically to hypostasis; see above, book 25, p. 515, quoted above by Grabe on 
- i. ch, 8. § 7. p. 347. ] book ii. ch. 7. § 8. p. 205, note t.] 

f (See the like distinction of unus 


? alius. 


3 alius a. 
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explains by an illustration derived from man, the image of 
God, who whilst he is thinking, before he utters and puts 
forth his word, has it within in his mind, as it were one 
conversing with him; and that in such a manner as that the 
word seems to be, in a certain sense, another and a second 
person from the man himself. “The word itself,” he says, 
‘is in a certain way a second [person] within thee, through 
whom in thinking thou speakest, and through whom in 
speaking thou thinkest. The word itself is another [than 
thyself.”] And he immediately subjoinss, “ How much 
more fully then is this carried on in God, of whom thou 
also art counted as the image and likeness*?” as though he 
should say, That, of which a kind of shadow is seen in thee, 
a man, is found in God in very deed; the inner word of 
man is, as it were, another person’ from the man himself; 
but the Word of God is absolutely, entirely, and in very 
deed another Person from? God the Father, whose Word 
He is. But that all that he had up to this point been say- 
ing respecting the Word of God, refers to the Word Him- 
self in so far as He existed in God before the creation of 
the world and eternally, Tertullian explicitly declares in the 
following words: “‘ I may, therefore,” says he, “ without rash- 
ness, first lay down this [as a settled principle], that even 
then, before the creation of the universe, God was not alone,” 
&c. In these words, I repeat, he intimates that all that he 
had said before refers to this point, to shew that in that state, 
if it is allowable so to speak, in which God existed until the 
going forth of the Word from Him to create the world, He was 
not solitary; forasmuch as He had with Him from everlasting 
that same Word existing in Him, with whom to hold con- 
verse, and, as it were, discourse. 

8. Seventhly, Tertullian proceeds clearly to intimate that 


& See above, p. 518. 

» “God willed that traces of Himself 
should be visible in man, and if the 
nature of man had retained its primal 
light, it would have been no obscure 
mirror of the Divine nature. And yet 
even now in this darkness, some traces 
may be marked. The mind of man in 
thinking presently paints the image of 
the object of its thoughts; we, however, 


do not transfuse our own essence into 
those images, and those thoughts are 
sudden and evanescent acts. But the 
eternal Father, contemplating Himself, 
begets the thought of Himself, which 
is the image of Himself, and that not 
evanescent, but subsisting, [His Own] 
essence being communicated to it.”— 
Melancth., Loc. Theol. de Filio, [Op., 
vol. i. p. 152.] 
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the Word, which existed with God under the name of s00x m1. 
Reason from eternity, and the Word which was sent, or “g7\5_ 
sent forth, or proceeded forth from God, when He willed, TertuL- 
to create the universe, is altogether one and the same Word “"4™- 

of God in Person’; a position which, as I have often re- ! nar’ ixé- 
marked, strikes a death-blow at the Arian heresy. For he ~”™” 
declares, as I have just before observed, that the Word con- 

sists of Reason, of that [Reason], namely, which eternally 

flowed forth from ‘‘the rational power of God,” in other words, 

from the Divine Mind; and that that very Reason is the 
substance of the Word, that is, of Him who at a definite time? ?aliquando, 
went forth with vocal utterance from God to create the world. 

But that by the substance of the Word (which he also calls 

body, corpus‘) Tertullian meant the very Hypostasis or Per- 

son of the Word, I again pledge myself to shew clearly in 

its proper place. But that very thing, namely, that the Word 

and Reason of God are the same Person, Tertullian most 
explicitly affirms in the following words*, [which occur] 

after those I cited from the seventif chapter: “The Son, 

in His own Person, under the name of Wisdom, acknow- 

ledges the Father; ‘The Lord created Me the beginning of © 

His ways, for His works; and before all the hills did He beget 

Me.’ For if indeed Wisdom in this place seem to say that 

She was created by the Lord, for His works and ways, and 

it is elsewhere shewn, that by the Word® ‘all things were? [John 
made, and without Him was not any thing made;’ as also*® 
again, ‘by His Word were the heavens established, and all 

the host‘ of them by His Spirit,’ that is to say’, by that _ Vires.. 
Spirit which was in the Word ; it appears that it is one and “ave 
the same Power, one while under the name of Wisdom, an- [651] 
other while under the appellation of Word, which received 

the beginning of His ways for the works of God, and which 
established the heavens, by which all things were made and 


i (Ut ita dixerim, Sermonis corpus 
est Spiritus.— Adv. Prax., c. viii. p. 504, 
quoted below, § 13: p. 588. j 

K Filius ex sua persona profitetur 
Patrem in nomine Sophie; Dominus 
condidit me initium viarum in opera sua ; 
ante omnes autem colles generavit me. 
Nam si hic quidem Sophia videtur di- 
cere conditam se a Domino in opera et 
vias ejus, alibi autem per Sermonem 


ostenditur omnia facta esse, et sine illo 
nihil factum ; sicut et rursum, Sermone 
ejus coeli confirmati sunt, et Spiritu ejus 
omnes vires eorum, utique eo Spiritu qui 
Sermoni inerat ; apparet ullam ean- 
demque vim esse nunc in nomine So- 
phiz, nunc in appeljatione Sermonis, 
que initium accepit viarum in Dei 
opera, et que celum confirmavit, per 
quam omnia facta sunt, et sine qua 
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without which nothing was made. Nor need we dwell longer 
upon this, as if He were not spoken of under the name both of 
Wisdom, and of Reason, and of all the Divine Soul and Spirit,” 
&c. Here, I say, he clearly teaches that in those passages of 
Scripture in which mention is made either of Wisdom, or of 
Reason, or of the Word, (for by the term Logos he had already 
remarked that both Reason and the Word are meant in the 
Evangelist John,i.1,) He, I mean, the Son of God, is spoken of; 
and that by all these names the same Divine Soul and Spirit of 
God is designated. Parallel to these are the words you read 
in his treatise on Prayer, at the very beginning’, “ The Spirit 
of God,” he says, “and the Word of God, and the Reason of 
God, and the Word of Reason, and the Reason and Spirit of 
the Word, are both Jesus Christ our Lord,” &c.; where the 
expressions, “the Word of Reason, and the Reason and Spirit 
of the Word,” indicate that the Word is the operation of 
Reason and Spirit; and that Reason and Spirit are the very. 
substance and hypostasis of Him, who is ealled the Word, 
as we shall afterward? see. But under both appellations, 
namely, that of the Reaeon or Spirit of God, and that of the 
Word of God, he expressly affirms that the same [Person], 
our Lord, is designated. See, however, what we have said in 
book i. chap. ii. § 5. [p. 47,] on the appellation Spirit of 
God, as used by the ancients for the Godhead or Divine Per- 
son Itself of the Son of God. 

9. And in all this Tertullian has treated the subject in a 
catholic and orthodox manner: nevertheless, both in the 
passages which we quoted above, and in other places of 
his treatise against Praxeas, he has interspersed some state- 
ments which appear to be quite repugnant to these observa- 
tions of ours, and of which we must now proceed to treat. 
In the first place, in chap. vi., he expressly teaches that 
the Wisdom of God, the second Person, was then created, 
when It began to be agitated in God, and afterwards went 
forth with vocal utterance from God, to create the universe. 
My answer is, the Logos is said by Tertullian to have 
nihil factum est. Nec diutius de isto; ! Dei Spiritus, et Dei Sermo, et Dei 
quasi non de ipso sit sermo, et in Ratio, Sermo Rationis et Ratio Ser- 
Sophie, et in Rationis, et in omnis monis et Spiritus, utrumque Jesus 


divini animi et Spiritus nomine.—[p. Christus Dominus noster.—[p. 129.} . 
503.] | 
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become, by His going forth, second from the Father, not soox mt. 
as though He did not subsist previously, and so from ever- “9’3'y\" 
lasting, as a Person in the Divine Essence distinct from the Tegru- 
Father; (for all that we have hitherto treated of is opposed 4!4¥- 

to such an idea;) but because by that going forth, His dis- 

tinct Personality, so to speak, was manifested. For most 

true is the comment of the very learned Andrew Rivet, to- 

wards the conclusion of his third dissertation’, on that pas-} Exerci- 
sage of Genesis, ‘God said, Let thére be light;’ “For,” he °°” 
says, “as the visible mission of the Son in time argues His 
mission made by generation from everlasting, so the speak- 

ing? of the Father -in time, that is, His manifestation by ? locutio. 
effect*, argues the Word begotten from eternity. That * per effec- 
speaking 4 therefore in time is not begetting the Son, but \ dicere. 
producing things which existed not as yet, through the 

Son begotten from everlasting of the Father; according to 

that declaration of Scripture which attributes the produc- 

tion of all things that were made to the uncreated Wisdom 

and eternal Word, Prov. viii. 22, 23; John i. 1, passages in 

which the eternity of that,Word is asserted. The Son of God, 
therefore, was the Word from eternity, not that God from 
eternity spoke through Him, but because it was always fit- 

ting® that through Him the Father should speak, and com- 5 aptum ut 
mand whatever He would have done.’’ Indeed Tertullian ex- B14 
plains himself in the same way in another passage in this very queretur. 
book, chap. 12™. “ But,” he says, “how is it written in re- 

spect of the previous works of the world? At the first indeed, 

the Son not yet appearing [it is written], ‘And God said, Let 

there be Light, and there was Light,’ [viz.] the Word Him- 

self forthwith, the true Light, which lighteneth [every] man 

that cometh into this world, and through Him [was there] 

the light, that is, of the world also. But from that time God [653] 
willed that it should be made in Christ the Word, standing 

by Him, and ministermg unto Him, and God made it.” 

Here, observe, he does not say the Son “not yet existing,” 

but not “yet appearing.”? Now when he says in the same 


m Sed in antecedentibus operibus hominem venientem in hunc mundum, 
mundi quomodo <criptumest? Primum et per illum mundialis quoque lux. 
quidem, nondum Filio apparente, £t Exinde autem in Sermone Christo ad- 
dixit Deus, Fiat luz, et facta est,ipse sistente et administrante Deus voluerit 
gtatim Sermo lux vera, que illuminat _fieri, et Deus fecit.—[p. 506. ] . 
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place, that the Word Himself was made then, when God said, 
“Let there be Light,” we must understand, in so far as He 
was Word, that is, in so far as He went forth from the Father 
with vocal utterance, as Tertullian thought. For if you do 
not thus interpret Tertullian, you will fasten on him a no- 
tion too absurd, and one which is altogether repugnant to 
what he has himself said in other places. For God said not 
‘“‘Let there be Light,” before He had created that rude and 
unordered mass of things. First He made that original 
material of all things; then He said, “ Let there be Light.” 
So that if the Word was then at length in very deed 
made, that is, began to exist in His own substance and 
Person', when God said, “Let there be Light,” He was 
younger and later than that original matter. But this Ter- 
tullian always, even in his treatise against Hermogenes, em- 
phatically denied; this is too well known to require me 
to quote the actual passages. But, you will ask, How is 
it that Tertullian says that the Son of God did then at 
length appear, when God said, “ Let there be Light?” I 
reply, Although it may be very difficult to explain clearly all 
that is said by this obscure and truly “ dark?” author, (as He- 
raclitus was called of old,) 1 am yet disposed to put before the 
reader a conjecture of myown. The Son of God, so far forth 
as He is the eternal Reason and the eternal Wisdom of God, 
then first began to appear, when He undertook wisely, and 
with reason, to arrange, to set in order, and to adorn that 
matter which was yet unordered, and lying in a confused 
mass. From out of that miscellaneous heap of things, called 
chaos, the Wisdom and prudence? of God had not yet shone 
forth, which did afterwards beam forth most clearly, when 
that primal light (an image, as it were, of the Son of God, 
who is the brightness of the Eternal Light) shed lustre upon 
matter, and afterwards each several thing was clothed in 
form and as it were in vesture of its own. Thus indeed does 
Rivet, whom I have just mentioned, at the conclusion of 
the said dissertation‘, interpret this very passage of Genesis. 
For in answer to the question, why Moses then first intro- - 
duces God as speaking, when he is treating of light, although 
the eternal Word acted together with the Father in creating 
that mass [chaos]? he says, ‘ Moses then made mention of 
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the Word, because it is in reducing chaos into order’ that soox 11. 
His Wisdom is most conspicuous.” | Hence, as we have “"('s ™ 
shewn above", some of the ancients attributed in a special Terry. 
sense to God the Father the creation of matter out of nothing, '14¥- | 
and to the Son the adorning of it: at the same time allowing gue 
that it was through the Son? that the Father had made the tione. 
original matter itself, and together with the Son? set in order ,,° ** 
and adorned matter. Hence also by Athenagoras “the going * 3 eum Fi- 
forth of the Word,” on account of which He is called “the 

First offspring of God,” is laid down as posterior to the pro- 
duction of matter; inasmuch as it was for the purpose of 
adorning it that the Word is said to have gone forth from God. 

Yet the same Athenagoras allows both that matter was made 

_by God, and that all things were created through the Word, 

see chap. v. § 2. of this book, [p. 435.] But, however this 

may be, it is certain that Tertullian was of opinion that the 

Logos subsisted in the Divine Essence, as a Person distinct 

from the Father, and another‘ than the Father, even before ‘ alium. 
His going forth from the Father to produce created beings, 

and so from everlasting; this is evident, I say, not only 

from the observations which we have put before the reader 

above, but also from the most explicit testimony of Tertul- 

lian himself, which you may read in the thirteenth chapterof 241 
the same book*®. “That is still more important’,” he says, ° plus. 
“which you will find in the Gospel in so many words: ‘ In 

the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, 

and the Word was God;’ He who was is One, and He [655] 
with® whom He was is Another.” It is most certain that ° penes. 
Tertullian understood those words of John, ‘In the begin- 

ning was the Word, and the Word was with God,” (as he 
ought,) of that condition of the Word in which He existed 

before His going forth from God, and so from everlasting ; 

as indeed we have already heard Tertullian explain himself. 

But in chap. viii. he lays open his view on this passage of John, 

if it be possible, with still greater clearness”. ‘The Word, 
therefore,” he says, “was both in the Father always, as He 


= See book ii. 13. 10. [p. 354. ] penes quem erat.—[p. 507. ] 

* Ipsum plus. est, quod in evangelio P Sermo ergo et in Patre semper, 
totidem invenies; In principio erat Ser- sicut dicit, Ego in Patre; et apud 
mo, et Sermo erat apud Deum, et Deus Deum semper, sicut scriptum est, Et 
erat Sermo. Unus, qui erat, et alius, Sermo erat apud Deum.—[p. 504. ] 
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place, that the Word Himself was made then, when God said, 
“Tet there be Light,” we must understand, in so far as He 
was Word, that is, in so far as He went forth from the Father 
with vocal utterance, as Tertullian thought. For if you do 
not thus interpret Tertullian, you will fasten on him a no- 
tion too absurd, and one which is altogether repugnant to 
what he has himself said in other places. For God said not 
‘“‘ Let there be Light,” before He had created that rude and 
unordered mass of things. First He made that original 
material of all things; then He said, “ Let there be Light.” 
So that if the Word was then at length in very deed 
made, that is, began to exist in His own substance and 
Person!, when God said, “Let there be Light,” He was 
younger and later than that original matter. But this Ter- 
tullian always, even in his treatise against Hermogenes, em- 
phatically denied; this is too well known to require me 
to quote the actual passages. But, you will ask, How is 
it that Tertullian says that the Son of God did then at 
length appear, when God said, “ Let there be Light?” I 
reply, Although it may be very difficult to explain clearly all 
that is said by this obscure and truly “ dark?” author, (as He- 
raclitus was called of old,) I am yet disposed to put before the 
reader a conjecture of my own. The Son of God, so far forth 
as He is the eternal Reason and the eternal Wisdom of God, 
then first began to appear, when He undertook wisely, and 
with reason, to arrange, to set in order, and to adorn that 
matter which was yet unordered, and lying in a confused 
mass. From out of that miscellaneous heap of things, called 
chaos, the Wisdom and prudence? of God had not yet shone 
forth, which did afterwards beam forth most clearly, when 
that primal light (an image, as it were, of the Son of God, 
who is the brightness of the Eternal Light) shed lustre upon 
matter, and afterwards each several thing was clothed in — 
form and as it were in vesture of its own. Thus indeed does 
Rivet, whom I have just mentioned, at the conclusion of 
the said dissertation‘, interpret this very passage of Genesis. 
For in answer to the question, why Moses then first intro- - 
duces God as speaking, when he is treating of light, although 
the eternal Word acted together with the Father in creating 
that mass [chaos]? he says, ‘‘ Moses then made mention of 
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the Word, because it is in reducing chaos into order’ that soox 11. 
His Wisdom is most conspicuous.” Hence, as we have °"S o. 
shewn above", some of the ancients attributed in a special TenryL- 
sense to God the Father the creation of matter out of nothing, MIAN. | 
and to the Son the adorning of it: at the same time allowing gain. 
that it was through the Son? that the Father had made the tione. _ 
original matter itself, and together with the Son? set in order ,,°° ** 
and adorned matter. Hence also by Athenagoras “the going ® cum Fi- 
forth of the Word,” on account of which He is called “the =~ 
First offspring of God,” is laid down as posterior to the pro- 
duction of matter; inasmuch as it was for the purpose of 
adorning it that the Word is said to have gone forth from God. 

Yet the same Athenagoras allows both that matter was made 

_by God, and that all things were created through the Word, 

see chap. v. § 2. of this book, [p. 435.] But, however this 

may be, it 1s certain that Tertullian was of opinion that the 

Logos subsisted in the Divine Essence, as a Person distinct 

from the Father, and another‘ than the Father, even before ¢ alium. 
His going forth from the Father to produce created beings, 

and so from everlasting; this is evident, I say, not only 

from the observations which we have put before the reader 

above, but also from the most explicit testimony of Tertul- 

lian himself, which you may read in the thirteenth chapter of 241 
the same book*. “That is still more important’,” he says, ° plus. 
“which you will find in the Gospel in so many words: ‘In 

the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, __ 
and the Word was God;’ He who was is One, and He [655] 
with® whom He was is Another.” It is most certain that § penes. 
Tertullian understood those words of John, ‘In the begin- 

ning was the Word, and the Word was with God,” (as he 
ought,) of that condition of the Word in which He existed 

before His going forth from God, and so from everlasting ; 

as indeed we have already heard Tertullian explain himself. 

But in chap. viii. he lays open his view on this passage of John, 

if it be possible, with still greater clearness’. ‘The Word, 
therefore,” he says, “was both in the Father always, as He 


® See book ii. 13. 10. [p. 354. ] penes quem erat.—[p. 507.] 

* Ipsum plus.est, quod in evangelio P Sermo ergo et in Patre semper, 
totidem invenies; In principio erat Ser- sicut dicit, Ego in Patre; et apud 
mo, ef Sermo erat apud Deum, et Deus Deum semper, sicut scriptum est, Et 
erat Sermo. Unus, qui erat, et alius, Sermo erat apud Deum.—[p. 504. ] 
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creatures, “assumed His own form and garb!?” I answer, 
that Tertullian therein indeed expressed himself absurdly 
enough ; but yet, if you look to-his meaning and view, with- 
out any suspicion of heresy. For he states immediately after, | 
that by the “form and garb”’ of the Word he meant nothing 
else than sound and vocal utterance. “At that time therefore, 
the Word Himself also,” he says, “assumes His own form and 
garb, SOUND and VOCAL UTTERANCE, when God saith, ‘ Let 
there be light.’”’ Excellent form indeed, excellent garb of the 
Word! But thus, it seems, this great man thought it well to 
sport, as it were, and to follow after trifles in the case of the 
most august of all mysteries. At the same time he does not 
say—as of created beings—that the Word then assumed His 
substance ; inasmuch as by the name Word he quite under- 
stood, as will be shewn hereafter, that the operation only, not 
the very substance or hypostasis, of the Son of God is desig- 
nated. Nor indeed could Tertullian have believed, as we 
remarked a little before, that the Son of God assumed His 
substance and hypostasis at the time when God said, “ Let 
there be light ;”’ seeing that God said not, “Let there be 
light,” until He had created the primal matter of the uni- 
verse ; and it is the well-known view of Tertullian, that the 
hypostasis of the Word, or Son of God, was more ancient 
than that primal matter; and, further, that matter was 
created through the Son. In hke manner, when Tertullian 
speaks of that going forth of the Word, as His “ perfect 
nativity,” we must understand so far forth as He was the 
Word. He was from everlasting the perfect Spirit of God, the 
perfect Reason of God; but only then, as Tertullian thought, 
did He become the perfect Word of God, when by vocal 
utterance and sound He went forth from the Father to create 


the universe. Was it indeed possible that there should be 


any accession of real, and, so to speak, intrinsic perfection, to 
the eternal Reason of God? Surely not. For, as Tertullian, 
in the opening of the 6th chap., says*; “What more wise 
than the Reason of God?” so I, too, would say; What can 
be more perfect than the eternal Reason of God ? 

12. With regard to those words of Tertullian, “by go- 
ing forth from whom He became the Son,” they are to be 

x Quid sapientius Ratione Dei.—[p. 503. ] 
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explained in precisely the same way, as we have a little be- 300x m. 
fore interpreted his statements respecting the distinct per- § 11,12. 
sonality of the Son; that is to say, that going forth of the Trprut- 
Word out of’ God the Father, together with the vocal sound, ©'4"- 
‘Let be,” to form the creatures, was the manifestation of His °™ 
eternal Sonship and going forth out of the Divine Mind. In 

that He was the eternal Reason of God, He was of God’, and ? ex Deo. 
the co-eternal offspring of the eternal Mind; and since by 

this going forth out of the Divme Mind, He, by Tertullian’s 
confession, received His substance, it follows that that His 

eternal going forth was His generation, or production pro- 

' perly so called; and that the other going forth was only a 
‘manifestation, as I have said, of the former. Nor are we 

here bringing forward far-fetched or strained interpretations, 

but the very genuine sense of Tertullian himself. For that 

is Tertullian’s own axiom, which we elsewhere’ adduced; 
“Every origin is a parent, and every thing which is brought 

forth from® an origin is an offspring.” But it is certain, * ex. 
that, according to Tertullian’s view, the Word, so far as He is 

the eternal Reason of God, had His origin as respects His [659] 
substance from‘ God ; in that He is the Reason of God, there- ¢ ex. 
fore, He was the offspring of God, as God also was His parent. 
Accordingly, this same Tertullian, chap. xv. of the same 
treatise, declares? that the Word was “God of God,” inas- 

much as He was with God in the beginning, that is to say, 

always, as Tertullian himself, as we have seen, interprets it 

in another place. “The Word of life,” he says, “ became 

flesh, who before [that He became] flesh® was only the Word § ante car- 
in the beginning with® God the Father, not the Father ¢ apa 2 
with the Word. For, although the Word was God, yet was 

He with’ God, because He is God of God, because joined to®7 apud. 
the Father with® the Father’’”’ Here he also concludes that, cu™- 
the Word, so far as He was always with God, was God of God, 10 quis um 
from the circumstance that the Word is said by John to Patre apud 
have existed with! the Father, not the Father with the Word. atrem. 


1 apud. 


y Omnis origo parens est,et omne dio apud Deum Patrem, non Pater 
quod ex origine profertur progenies est. apud Sermonem. Nam etsi Deus Ser- 
—([Adv. Prax. c. 8. p. 504.] See this mo, sed apud Deum, quia ex Deo 
Book, chap. 5. § 8. [p. 446.] = Deus, quia cum Patre apud Patrem.— 

* Sermo vite caro factus,... qui [p. 509.] 
ante carnem Sermo tantum in primor- 
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on tne And the argument is indeed excellent, seeing that the words 
city oy “and the Word was with God,” indicate not obscurely, that 
THE son. the Word always subsisted both with God and in God the 
Father, as [with and in] His author and principle. Again, in 
the 21st chap. of the same treatise, he thus comments on the 
same words of John"; “ For, if these words may not be taken 
otherwise than as they are written, there is without doubt 
‘alius. © shewn to be One! who was from the beginning, and Another’ 
* alius. swith whom He was; the Word of God one, another the Lord®” 
num. (I suppose it should be read God>); “although the Word 
also is God, but in that He is the Son of God, not in that 
He is the Father.” He here manifestly shews that the 
Word of God is said by John to have been im the beginning 
with God, and to have been God, in that He, as the Son, is 
distinguished from the Father. But that the words of John, 
“the Word was with God, and the Word was God,” are to 
‘statu. be understood of that condition‘ of the Word in which He 
‘ adusque. existed from everlasting, up to® His going forth from the 
[660] Father to create the universe, Tertullian himself has, as we 
have shewn above, openly acknowledged. Hence in the 
same chapter, a little after, he says in express terms that 
the Word, the Son of God, always existed; “Certainly,” 
he says‘, “ He was always the Son of God; but not He® 

Sipsee | Himself whose Son He is.” 

13. That all this may appear in a still clearer light, it 1s 
most carefully to be observed, that Tertullian looked to two 
things in-the Son or Word of God; I mean His substance 
or hypostasis itself, which he also calls His body: and that 

Zipsius Which is, as it were, accidental to Him’. The substance or hy- 
quasi 7 ~. postasis itself of the Word and Son of God he stated to be the 
‘‘Reason of God,” and the “Spirit of God ;” whereas that ex- 
ternal putting forth, whereby with vocal utterance and sound 
He went forth from the Father to adorn the universe, and on 
account of which He is most properly called the Word of 


® Nam si hec non aliter accipi licet, b (The editions of 1664 (instead of 
quam quomodo scripta sunt, indubi- alium Sermonem Dei, alium Dominum, ) 
tanter alius ostenditur, qui fuerit a read alium Sermonem esse, alium Deum ; 


principio, alius apud quem fuit; alium “that the Word was one, God an- 
Sermonem Dei, alium Dominum; (pu- other.’’—B. ] 
to legendum Deum, Bull ;) licet et Deus © Certe Filius Dei semper; sed non 


Sermo, sed qua Dei Filius, non qua __ipse cujus est filius—[pp. 511, 512.] 
Pater.—[p. 511.] 
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God, he imagines to be, as it were, a sort of accident to Him; _soox 111. 
aud the substance indeed and hypostasis of the Word, in that §'19' 13. 
He is the Reason and Spirit of God, he freely admits to be 7, ,75,__ 
eternal, although he affirms that He was made the Word of 114». 
God from a definite beginning. His words in chap. 8. are 

clear: he there quotes the passage of Scripture, “ For who 
knoweth the things that are in God, but the Spirit, which 

is in Him?” and immediately adds‘, “‘ But the Word was 
framed! by the Spirit, and, if I may so say, the Spirit is! structus. 
the body of the Word. The Word, therefore, is both always 

in the Father, as He says, ‘I am in the Father;’ and always 

with God, as it is written, ‘And the Word was with God.” 
Where, from these two hypotheses, namely, that the Spirit of 

God, which is in God, is the body of the Word, and that 

_ this Spirit of God was in God always and was everlasting, 

(which latter hypothesis, although not expressed, he yet 
manifestly implies,) he concludes that the Word was always 

with God; and this, as we shall presently see, in opposition 243 
to the Valentinians, who denied the eternity of the Word. [661] 
The Spirit of God, however, which he here designates the 

body of the Word, he elsewhere calls the substance of the 

Word; I mean in his Apology, chap. 21°: “ We,” he says, 
“attribute the Spirit, as Its proper substance, to the Word, 

and Reason, and also Power’, whereby, as we have declared, ? itemque. 
God created all things.” But that, by the body and sub- 

stance of the Word, Tertullian understood the very hypos- 

tasis or Person of the Word, is. most evident from his ex- 

press words immediately preceding the passage which we 

have adduced, in his Treatise against Praxeas, at the conclu- 

sion of chap. 7.‘ “For who,” he says, “ will deny that God 

is a body, although God be a Spirit? For Spirit is body of 

its own kind in its own form’. Nay, even the invisible things, ® spiritus 
whatever they be, have with God both their own body and yu, «ui 


pus sui 
generis in 


4 Sermo autem Spiritu structus est, 
et, ut ita dixerim, Sermonis corpus est 
Spiritus. Sermo ergo et in Patre sem- 
per, sicut dicit, Ego in Patre; et apud 
Deum semper, sicut scriptum est, Et 
Sermo erat apud Deum.—([p. 504. ] 

¢ [Et] nos [etiam] Sermoni atque 
Rationi, itemque Virtuti, per que om- 
nia molitum Deum ediximus, propriam 


substantiam Spiritum inscribimus,— 
p. 36. [p. 19.] 

f Quis enim negabit Deum corpus 
esse, etsi Deus Spiritus est? Spiritus 
enim corpus sui generis in sua effigie. 
Sed et invisibilia illa, quacumque 
sunt, habent apud Deum et suum cor- 
pus et suam formam, per que soli Deo 
visibilia sunt. Quanto magis quod ex 


sua effigie. 
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on tue their own form, by means of which they are visible unto God 
nity op alone. How much rather, then, shall That which was sent 
THE 8ON. forth from His own substance, not be without substance? 
Whatever therefore the substance of the Word was, THAT 
I cALL A PERSON, and claim for It the name of Son; and 
while I acknowledge the Son, I maintain Him to be second 
cut in relation to! the Father.” Here by Jody Tertullian under- 
2 solidam, Stands a substance, abiding’ and subsisting of itself, so as 
to differ most widely from those accidents, which are fleet- 
Ing and pass away by a continual flux and succession; as 
Petavius himself has rightly observed. Thus in chap. 35. 
of his book against Hermogenes, Tertullian allows not that 
there is any thing incorporeal®, “seeing that the very sub- 
stance of each thing is its body.” From these passages, 
then, you may know for certain, in what sense Tertullian 
above called the Reason of God,—which was always with 
God, as being eternally born from the Divine Mind,—the 
substance of the Word. That is to say, by the substance 
of the Word Tertullian certainly meant (according to his 
[662] own interpretation of his own meaning) the hypostasis or 
Person of the Word. So that that is most plainly false 
which Petavius! confidently affirms, namely, that Tertullian 
was of opinion, that God the Father “then put forth out 
of Himself, and, as it were, embodied the Word, that is 
to say, gave unto Him a substance and Person of His own, 
at the time when He framed all created things out of no- 
thing, and employed the Word for that purpose.” I wonder 
what spectacles the Jesuit used in reading Tertullian: cer- 
tainly Tertullian expressly teaches the very contrary, viz., 
that the body, substance, and very hypostasis of the Word 
was the eternal Reason of God, the eternal Spirit of God; to 
*aliquan- which at a definite time*® the appellation of the Word was 
do. added; that is to say, at the time when the Divine Hypos- 
tasis Itself with vocal utterance went forth from God to 
create the universe. 
14, However, as in the passage quoted from the treatise 


ipsius substantia missum est, sine sub- Patre defendo.—[p. 504. ] 

stantia non erit? Quazcumque ergo » Cum ipsa substantia corpus sit rei 
substantia Sermonis fuit, 1L1LAM DICO cujusque.—[p. 246. ] 

PERSONAM, et illi nomen Filii vindico; De Trinitate i. 5. 3. 

et dum Filium agnosco, secundum a 


by Tertullian the Spirit; distinct ideas of the Names. 5385 


against Praxeas, chap. 8, Tertullian asserts that that Spirit soox m1. 
of God, which is the body and hypostasis of the Word, ex- 5/1314, 
isted eternally with God: so he in another place most dis- TraryL- 
tinctly teaches that the Spirit of God Himself is an hypostasis ©!4%- 
distinct from God, whose Spirit He is; and that, in that He 

is the Spirit of God; the passage occurs in the 26th chap. of 

the treatise, where he intimates that the one and the same 

Person of the Son may be regarded in a twofold point of 

view; so far forth as He is the Spirit of God, or [in other 

words] a Divine Person having His origin from everlasting 

from God, who is a Spirit also and subsisting in God; and 

so far forth as He is the Word: he also expressly says that 

the Word is nothing else than the operation of that Spirit; 

and that the Spirit Himself is the substance and hypostasis 

of the Word. For, in explaining that place in Luke, chap.1., 

where mention is made of the Spirit of God coming upon the 

most Blessed Virgin (after Justin’ and some other ancient 
authors), he thus writes of the Son of God*: “The Spirit of 

God, in this place, will be the same Word. For, just as 

when St. John says, ‘The Word was made flesh,’ we under- 

stand the Spirit also in the mention of the Word; so like- [663] 
wise here we acknowledge the Word also under the name 

of Spirit. For both the Spirit is the substance of the Word, 

and the Word is the operation of the Spirit, and the Two are 

One!.” Here when he says that the Spirit is the substance ! unum. 
of the Word, and that the Word is the operation of the 

Spirit, and that the Two are One, the meaning is plain from 

what has been said before, that the Word is nothing else than 

that eternal Spirit of God, so far forth as It is regarded as 
proceeding from? God with sound and vocal utterance to» ex. 
create the primal light, and the other works of the universe ; 

that is, that the selfsame Person is understood under the 
appellation both of the Spirit and of the Word, with this 
difference only, that He is called the Spirit of God, so far 

forth as He is a divine Person, eternally subsisting in God, 

[who is] a Spirit, and of Him; and the Word, so far forth 

as He is the Spirit in operation’, that is, so far forth as He ® operans. 


3 [Apol. i. c. 33. p. 64.] Sermonem quoque agnoscimus in no- 

k Hic Spiritus Dei idem erit Sermo. mine Spiritus. Nam et Spiritus sub- 
Sicut enim, Joanne dicente, Sermo caro _ stantia est Sermonis, et Sermo operatio 
factus est, Spiritum quoque intelligi- Spiritus, et duo unum sunt.—[p. 515.] 
mus in mentione Sermonis; ita et hic 
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* talis 
qualis. 


244: 


§ aliusa 
Deo Patre. 


536 Spirit, or Substance of the Word a Person eternally distinct. 


came forth (for so Tertullian thought) with sound and vocal 
utterance from God, when He willed, to set in order this 
entire universe. But that the Word of God, so far forth 
as He is the Spirit of God, is a Person distinct from God, 
whose Spirit He is, he expressly affirms in the same passage, 
shortly after the words we have cited'; “ As therefore,”’ he 
says, “the Word of God is not He! whose [Word] He is, so 
also the Spirit, although He is called God, yet is not He 
whose [Spirit] He is said to be. Nothing which is another’s 
is that same thing whose it is. Clearly, when any thing is of 
another’, and so is its [property], seeing it is of it, it may be 
such as? it is, of which it is, and whose it is. And, therefore, 
the Spirit of God is God, and the Word of God is God, be- 
cause He is of God, yet [is] not He of whom He is. But if He 
be God of God, as a substantive thing, He will not be God 
Himself; but thus far God, because He is of the substance of 
God Himself, whereby also He is a substantive thing, and as 
it were a portion of the whole.” Here, I repeat, Tertullian 
clearly teaches that the Spirit of God is a substantive thing, 
that is to say, To bdiordpevoy [that which subsists]; and 
moreover, that the Spirit of God, whilst He is such as‘ God 
the Father is, whose Spirit He is, (i.e. is of the same substance 
with Him,) is yet distinct in Person from the Father. But 
there is a distinction to be observed in these words, “‘ As there- 
fore the Word of God is not He whose He is, so also the 
Spirit,...is not,” &c., for this is just the same as if Tertullian 
had said, He who is called the Son of God is another than® 
God the Father, not only in that He is the Word, but also in 
that He is the Spirit of God, such as He was before He be- 


‘came the Word, and so from eternity. But in what sense 


Tertullian called the Son of God, the Spirit and the Word, 
“a portion of the whole,” namely, of the divine essence, we 
have explained above in the second book, chap. vii. § 5 [p. 
199.] But let the reader, as he desires to understand clearly 


! Sicut ergo Sermo Dei non est ipse, 


Deus, et Sermo Dei Deus, quia ex 
cujus est, ita nec Spiritus, et si Deus 


Deo, non tamen ipse ex quo est. Quod 


dictus est, non tamen ipse est, cujus 
est dictus. Nulla res alicujus, ipsa est 
cujus est. Plane cum quid ex ipso est, 
et sic ejus est dum ex ipso sit, potest 
tale quid esse, quale et ipse ex quo est, 
et cujus est. Et ideo Spiritus Dei 


ey 


si Deus Dei tanquam substantiva res, 
non erit ipse Deus; sed hactenus 
Deus, quia ex ipsius Dei substantia, 
qua et substantiva res est, et ut portio 
aliqua totius.—[p. 515.] 
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the true mind and view of this obscure teacher, carefully bear 200x 111. 

in mind what Tertullian has said of the twofold mode of con- 5 14, 15. 

sidering the Son of God, namely, as He is the Spirit and TertuL-_ 

Reason of God, and as He is the Word of God. For from ™4™ 

the careful observation of this distinction he will easily per- 

ceive the meaning of very many expressions of Tertullian, 

which otherwise would certainly be a great difficulty! to him. ' crucem. 
15. To say the truth, Tertullian has in this place to a 

certain extent spoken the language of the Valentinians, and 

of the rest of the Gnostic herd ; and yet in very deed he quite 

agreed in opinion with the catholics. Let not the reader take 

this on my authority, but on that of Tertullian himself, 

who, in the 8th chapter of his treatise against Praxeas, 

both repudiates the wild notions of the Valentinians re- 

specting the Word, and asserts the orthodox doctrine in the 

following express terms™; ‘‘ If any man from this shall think 

that I am introducing some probole’, i.e. a putting forth ? xpoBoaiy 

of one thing out of another, as Valentinus does, bringing *"4™ 

forth zon from eon, one after another ; this is what I shall 

first say; The truth does not refrain from the use of that 

word, and the reality and meaning of it*, because heresy also ? censu 

uses it: nay, heresy" has rather borrowed it from the truth,“ 

to frame it into her own counterfeit. Was the Word of [665 ] 

God put forth‘, or not? On this ground take your stand ‘ prolatus. 


with me. 


™ Hoc si qui putaverit me xpoBoAhy 
aliquam introducere, id est, prolatio- 
nem rei alterius ex altera, quod facit 
Valentious, alium atque alium Honem 
de AZone producens; primo quidem 
dicam tibi, Non ideo non utitur et ve- 
ritas vocabulo isto, et re ac censu ejus, 
quia et heresis utitur; imo heresis 
potius ex veritate accepit, quod ad 
mendacium suum strueret. Prolatus 
est Sermo Dei, an non? hic mecum 
gradum fige. Si prolatus est, cognosce 
probolam veritatis; et viderit heresis, 
si quid de veritate imitata est. Jam 
nune queritur, quis quomodo utatur 
aliqua re, et vocabulo ejus. Valentinus 
probolas suas discernit et. separat ab 
auctore, et ita longe ab eo ponit, ut 
/Eon Patrem nesciat; denique deside- 
rat nosse, nec potest; imo et pene de- 
voratur et dissolvitur in reliquam sub- 
stantiam. Apud nos autem solus 


If He was put forth, recognise the putting forth 


Filius Patrem novit, et sinum Patris 
ipse exposuit, et omnia apud Patrem 
audivit et vidit, et que mandatus est 
a Patre, ea et loquitur. Nec suam, 
sed Patris perfecit voluntatem, quam 
de proximo, imo de initio noverat. 
Quis enim scit que sint in Deo, nisi 
Spiritus qui in ipso est? Sermo autem 
Spiritu structus est, et, ut ita dixerim, 
Sermonis corpus est Spiritus. Sermo 
ergo et in Patre semper, sicut dicit, 
Ego in Patre ; et apud Deum semper, 
sicut scriptum est, Et Sermo erat apud 
Deum: et nunquam separatus a Patre, 
aut alius a Patre, quia, Ego et Pater 
unum sumus.—[p. 504. ] 

» (Quia et heresis utitur: imo he- 
resis potius ex veritate accepit, &c. 
The words wutitur; tmo heresis are 
omitted in the editions of 1664 and 
1675. ] 
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of [taught by] the truth; and let heresy look to it whether 
she hath copied any thing from the truth. The question 


THE SON. NOW is, In what sense each uses a given thing and the 


1 reliquam 
substan- 
tiam. 


2 sinum. 


3 de prox- 
imo. 


# alius, 


5 sermo- 
nalis non 
fuit. 
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word which expresses it? Valentinus divides and sepa- 
rates his probole from their author, and places them so 
far from Him, that the won does not know the Father; he 
even longs to know Him and cannot; nay, he is almost swal- 
lowed up and dissolved into the rest of matter'. But with 
us the Son alone knows the Father, and has Himeelf set 
forth the bosom ? of the Father, and has heard and seen all 
things with the Father, and what He hath had in charge 
from the Father, that also doth He speak. And it is not 
His own, but the Father’s will which He hath accomplished, 
which He has known immediately *, yea from the beginning. 
For who knoweth what things are in God, save the Spirit 
which is in Him? But the Word was formed by the Spirit, 
and, if I may so say, the Spirit is the body of the Word. The 
Word, therefore, is both always in the Father, as he says, ‘I 
am in the Father;’ and always with God, as it is written, 
‘And the Word was with God:’ and never separated from 
the Father, or another than‘ the Father, since ‘I and the 
Father are one.’”?’ The wary man had perceived that what 
he had argued above respecting the vocal putting forth of 
the Logos, was not the common opinion of Catholics; in- 
deed, as has been said, he almost confessed this very thing 
himself in the same passage. He had foreseen that there 
would be some who would reject this discussion of his as 
heterodox, and not far different from the Valentinian fables ; 
and accordingly he adopts this defence. And truly one egg 
scarcely looks more like another, than that saying of Ter- 
tullian, “ God was not possessed of Word? from the begin- 
ning,” resembles the wild fancy of Valentinus, when he 
asserts, that Sige, or Silence, was in the beginning with 
God; but that afterwards the Logos, as it were, burst forth, 
the sound and voice of God. Whence Irenzus°, who was 
(as Tertullian himself allows) a most careful searcher out of 
all doctrines, utterly rejects as a mere fable of Valentinus, 
[the statement] that the putting forth of the Word of God is 
similar to the putting forth of a human word by means of the 
© Lib. ii, 48. [cap. 28. 5. p. 157.] 


seem like Valentinus’ ; the distinctive views of Valentinus. 539 


tongue. Yet doubtless the Valentinian error respecting the BOOK IIL. 
putting forth of the Word of God by means of voice and g 8 15, 16. 
sound, had such an appearance of truth, (favoured as it seem- Tertut-_ 
ed to be both by the primary meaning of the appellation “'“*™ 
the Word, given in the Scriptures to the Son of God, and 
especially by the passage in Genesis i. 3,) that it is not very 
wonderful that some readily conceded this to the Valenti- 
nians, and even embraced it themselves; who, at the same 
time, would not so readily have allowed themselves to be 
led away by them from the beaten path of catholic tradi- 
tion in respect to the substance of the doctrine touching 
the Son of God. I decidedly consider Tertullian to have 
been of this number. 

16. For certainly in the passage cited he openly professes, 
that, as regards the chief point of the matter, he utterly ab- 
horred the heretical inventions of Valentinus. In order to 
shew this, he sets forth the view of the Valentinians, and 
opposes to it hisown. The Valentinians separated most of 
their ons, and specially the Word, and set them at a great 
distance from the supreme Father of all, in nature, in know- 
ledge, and lastly im time. First, in nature: for of all the 
zeons that were generated by Depth and Silence, they made 
Mind (Nis) alone a perfect zon. For (according to Lrenzeus, 
i. 1, near the beginning) they asserted that Silence, having 
conceived and become pregnant, brought forth Mind P “ simi- 
lar and equal to Him who had put Him forth, and alone 
containing the greatness of His Father.” But as regards 
the Logos or Word, whom they made later than Mind, and 245 
[made Him] as Irenzus expresses it, the third ordér of [667] 
generation, they expressly affirmed that He was an im- 
perfect zeon, nay, even that He was blind. For this is also 
attested by Irenzeus, ii. 244, “ Going,” he says, “round and 
round the Truth, away from right reason, so far as to affirm, 
that He who was produced as the Word from the Mind of 
their First Father was produced unto degradation’: for that! in demi- 
the perfect Mind begotten of the perfect Depth could not 2*t- 


nem emis- 
sum. 


P [radrny (ovyhy) broBebanévny vd 9 A recta ratione circumeuntes circa 
orépua rovro, nal éyxbuova yevouerny, veritatem, in tantum uti eum qui est a 
&moxujoa Novy, | Suoidy re nal foov rg Nu propatoris ipsorum emissus Sermo, 
wpoBaddvrt, kal pdvov xwpodvra 7d wé- in deminorationem eum emissum di- 
ye0os rod Matpés.—[p. 5.] cant. Nun enim perfectum, a perfecto 
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go on to make the emanation’ which cometh of it perfect, 
but blinded in respect of the knowledge and greatness of 
the Father; and that the Saviour shewed a symbol of this 
mystery in the case of him who was blind from his birth.” 
And afterwards in the same passage, “ How is it, ye most 
vain sophists, that the Mind of the Father, nay, even the 
Father Himself, seeing that He is Mind, and perfect in 
all respects, sent forth His Word an imperfect and blind 
zon, seeing He is able immediately to send forth with Him 
the knowledge also of the Father?” In the second place, the 
Valentinians asserted, as a natural consequence, that most 
of their eons were far removed in knowledge also from the 
supreme Parent of all. For their doctrine was, that each 
zon knew only his own immediate parent, and in conse- 
quence that Mind alone, as being His only immediate off- 
spring, could attain to a knowledge of the Parent of all. For 
thus Irenzus speaks in the chapter which we have quoted’ ; 
“ They say that they (the sons) were produced, and that each 
one of them knew him only who produced him; and knew 
not him who is before that one.” And what these heretics 
taught respecting the ignorance of the Word, specially, we 
have already shewn. In the third place; the Valentinians, 
lastly, separated almost all their wons in age also from the 
supreme God. For they taught that the first pair alone, 
hamely, [that] of Depth and Silence, is eternal. Following 
herein their fathers, the Nicolaitans and Cerinthians, as we 
have already shewn® out of Ireneus, they attributed a be- 
ginning to Mind itself, or the Only-Begotten, whom they 
called the Father of the Word. Now Tertullian, with Irenzus 
and all Catholics, rejects all these doctrines as heretical, and 
shews under each separate head, that his own doctrine re- 
specting the putting forth of the Word is directly contrary to 
the inventions of the Valentinians. We, he says, maintain, 


Bytho progeneratum, jam non potuisse 
eam, que ex eo est, emissionem facere 
perfectam, sed obcecatam circa agni- 
tionem et magnitudinem Patris; et 
Salvatorem symbolum mysterii hujus 
ostendisse in eo qui a nativitate ccecus 
fuit....Quemadmodum, o vanissimi 
sophistez, Nus Patris, imo etiam ipse 
Pater, cum sit Nus et perfectus in om- 


nibus, imperfectum et cecum Eonem 


emisit suum Logon, cum possit statim 
et agnitionem Patris cum eo emittere ? 
{cap. 17. 9. p. 189.] 

¥ Dicunt quoniam emissi sunt unus- 
quisque illorum, [/#onum,] et illum 
tantum cognovisse, qui se emisit, ig- 
norans autem eum qui ante illum est. 
—( Ibid. ] 

* [See above, iii. 1. 8. p. 382. ] 


ail; and therein coniravenes the Arian view. 5AL 


1, that the Word or Son of God is in nature and substance soox m. 
not other than the Father, but one with Him ; 2, with respect ¢'16 17, 
to knowledge, that the Son is in the bosom of the Father, 7, .7y.._ 
and therefore that He alone knows the Father immediately !, 1n. 


and has laid open His bosom’®; 3, lastly, as to age, that that “de Prox- 
Word in His own hypostasis always was in being with God the ? sinum 
Father, seeing that the body, substance, and hypostasis ® itself vise. 
of the Word is that Spirit of God, who eternally subsists in 8 substan- 
God and of Him; who at a definite time came forth from ite 
God with the word, “ Fiat,” to form created things, and that 
on this account He was called the Word of God. For the 
Valentinians taught, that the Word was so put forth in vocal 
utterance and sound, as that, previous to that putting forth, 
He did not exist at all car’ émédcracw (as a Person,) even if 
He ever were at any time a Person. Tertullian, on the con- 
trary, teaches that the Word has His own body, or [in 
other words] substance and hypostasis, and that eternal; 
namely, that Spirit of God, who is and always has been 
in God. But who does not of himself perceive that these 
propositions of Tertullian are opposed, as so many counter- 
statements, to the blasphemies alike of Arius and of Valen- 
tinus? That is to say, these three statements, that the Word 
or Son of God is alien from the nature and substance of the 
Father ; that therefore He cannot perfectly know the Father ; 
and, lastly, that He was not always in being and subsisting: 
with the Father; these, I say, are the primary heads of the —. 
Arian heresy; and all these Tertullian, together with the [669] 
catholic Church, has here expressly condemned in the Valen- 
tinians. Let the frantic Arians, therefore, desist in future 
from glorying in Tertullian as their patron. 

17. To the testimonies which have been adduced, and they 
are certainly most clear, we will further add two besides ; 
with which we will at last bring to an end this lengthy but 
very necessary disquisition on the faith and views of Tertul- 
lian. One occurs in the 27th chapter of the same treatise 
against Praxeas‘. ‘For the rest,” he says, “ we must needs 
believe God to be unchangeable and incapable of form *, as 4 immuta- 
being eternal. But transformation is a destruction of that bivem eat 
bilem. 


t Cxterum Deum immutabilem et eternum. Transfiguratio autem in- 
informabilem credi necesse est, ut teremptio est pristinii Omne enim 
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go on to make the emanation’ which cometh of it perfect, 
but blinded in respect of the knowledge and greatness of 
the Father; and that the Saviour shewed a symbol of this 
mystery in the case of him who was blind from his birth.” 
And afterwards in the same passage, “ How is it, ye most 
vain sophists, that the Mind of the Father, nay, even the 
Father Himself, seeing that He is Mind, and perfect in 
all respects, sent forth His Word an imperfect and blind 
zon, seeing He is able immediately to send forth with Him 
the knowledge also of the Father?” In the second place, the 
Valentinians asserted, as a natural consequence, that most 
of their zeons were far removed in knowledge also from the 
supreme Parent of all. For their doctrine was, that each 
zon knew only his own immediate parent, and in conse- 
quence that Mind alone, as being His only immediate off- 
spring, could attain to a knowledge of the Parent of all. For 
thus Jrenzus speaks in the chapter which we have quoted’ ; 
“ They say that they (the eons) were produced, and that each 
one of them knew him only who produced him; and knew 
not him who is before that one.” And what these heretics 
taught respecting the ignorance of the Word, specially, we 
have already shewn. In the third place; the Valentinians, 
lastly, separated almost all their eons in age also from the 
supreme God. For they taught that the first pair alone, 
hamely, [that] of Depth and Silence, is eternal. Following 
herein their fathers, the Nicolaitans and Cerinthians, as we 
have already shewn®* out of Irenzeus, they attributed a be- 
ginning to Mind itself, or the Only-Begotten, whom they 
called the Father of the Word. Now Tertullian, with Irenzus 
and all Catholics, rejects all these doctrines as heretical, and 
shews under each separate head, that his own doctrine re- 
specting the putting forth of the Word is directly contrary to 
the inventions of the Valentinians. We, he says, maintain, 


Bytho progeneratum, jam non potuisse 
eam, que ex eo est, emissionem facere 
perfectam, sed obccecatam circa agni- 
tionem et magnitudinem Patris; et 
Salvatorem symbolum mysterii hujus 
ostendisse in eo qui a nativitate ccecus 
fuit.... Quemadmodum, o vanissimi 
sophiste, Nus Patris, imo etiam ipse 
Pater, cum sit Nus et perfectus in om- 
nibus, inperfectum et cecum /Zonem 


emisit suum Logon, cum possit statim 
et agnitionem Patris cum eo emittere ? 
{cap. 17. 9. p. 189.] 

F Dicunt quoniam emissi sunt unus- 
quisque illorum, [Honum,] et illum 
tantum cognovisse, qui se emisit, ig- 
norans autem eum qui ante illum est, 
—(Ibid.] 

* [See above, iii, 1. 8. p. 382.] 


ail; and therein contravenes the Arian view. 5AL 


1, that’ the Word or Son of God is in nature and substance soox mt. 
not other than the Father, but one with Him ; 2, with respect ¢'16"17- 
to knowledge, that the Son is in the bosom of the Father, 7,,5y1_ 
and therefore that He alone knows the Father immediately |, t14y. 
and has laid open His bosom’; 8, lastly, as to age, that that , °° P"°*- 
Word in His own hypostasis always was in being with God the ? sinum 
Father, seeing that the body, substance, and hypostasis® itself Jt SP” 
of the Word is that Spirit of God, who eternally subsists in 3 substan- 
God and of Him; who at a definite time came forth from ata 
God with the word, “ Frat,” to form created things, and that 
on this account He was called the Word of God. For the 
Valentinians taught, that the Word was so put forth in vocal 
utterance and sound, as that, previous to that putting forth, 
He did not exist at all kar dmdctacty (as a Person,) even if 
He ever were at any time a Person. Tertullian, on the con- 
trary, teaches that the Word has His own body, or [in 
other words] substance and hypostasis, and that eternal; 
namely, that Spint of God, who is and always has been 
in God. But who does not of himself perceive that these 
propositions of Tertullian are opposed, as so many counter- 
statements, to the blasphemies alike of Arius and of Valen- 
tinus? That is to say, these three statements, that the Word 
or Son of God is alien from the nature and substance of the 
Father ; that therefore He cannot perfectly know the Father ; 
and, lastly, that He was not always in being and subsisting 
with the Father; these, I say, are the primary heads of the -. 
Arian heresy; and all these Tertullian, together with the [669] 
catholic Church, has here expressly condemned in the Valen- 
tinians. Let the frantic Arians, therefore, desist in future 
from glorying in Tertullian as their patron. 

17. To the testimonies which have been adduced, and they 
are certainly most clear, we will further add two besides ; 
with which we will at last bring to an end this lengthy but 
very necessary disquisition on the faith and views of Tertul- 
lian. One occurs in the 27th chapter of the same treatise 
against Praxeas’. ‘For the rest,”’ he says, “ we must needs 
believe God to be unchangeable and incapable of form ‘, as ¢immuta- 
being eternal. But transformation is a destruction of that bivem est 
bilem. 


t Czterum Deum immutabilem et eternum. Transfiguratio autem in- 
informabilem credi necesse est, ut teremptio est pristini Omne enim 
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which previously existed ; for whatsoever is transformed into 
something else ceases to be that which it had been, and 
begins to be what it was not. But God neither ceases to be 
[what He is], nor can He be any thing else [than He is}. 
But the Word is God.” Here Tertullian expressly teaches 
that the Word of God, in that He is God, is absolutely un- 
changeable and eternal, who neither ceased to be what He 
had been, nor ever began to be what He was not. But 
surely if the Son of God, from the prerogative’ (to use a 
phrase of Tertullian’s) of His unchangeableness and eternity, 
in that He is God, never could have begun to be what He 
was not, much less could He have begun to be simply, when 
previously He existed not at all. Besides, if any one en- 
deavour to elude the force of this testimony by asserting 
that the eternity here meant is of such a kind as that the 
thing, though it has a beginnimg, yet has not an end of exist- 
ence, he may be easily refuted from the following consi- 
deration. Tertullian is expressly speaking of such an eter- 
nity as is a necessary attribute of the Divine Nature, as 
such ; [in other words,] that which must necessarily be attri- 
buted to God, as God; and this eternity he ascribes to the 
Word, because He is God. ‘‘We must needs believe,” he 
says, “that God is unchangeable, as being eternal. But 
the Word is God.” Now the eternity of God is an eternity 
in every sense of the word’ and absolute, such as Tertullian 
describes in his treatise against Hermogenes, chap. iv.": 
‘For what other estimate ° is there of God,” he asks, “ than 
eternity? what other condition of eternity, than ever to have 
been, and [ever] henceforward to be, by the special privi- 
lege of [having] no beginning and no end?” Lastly, Ter- 
tullian’s argument in the passage quoted is most manifestly 
grounded on this general supposition, that all the essential at- 
tributes of the Godhead, all which belong to God the Father, 
as God, and do not in any wise indicate the relation of the 
Father to the Son, and of the Son to the Father 4, are common 


quodcumque transfiguratur in aliud, § 4. p. 211.] 

desinit esse quod fuerat, et incipit esse * Quis enim alius Dei census, quam 
quod non erat. Deus autem neque eternitas? quis alius eternitatis status, 
desinit esse, neque aliud potest esse. quam semper fuisse et futurum esse, 
Sermo autem Deus.—(See the whole ex prerogativa nullius initii et nullius 
passage quoted above, book ii. cb. 8. _ finis. 


unchangeable ; this shews the true sense of his other words. 543 
to the Father and the Son. Now all admit that to have soox m1. 


existed always and always! henceforward to exist, is an ab- ¢'j7. 18. 
solutely necessary attribute of the Divine essence, considered TegruL- | 
in itself. But, eternal God! how diametrically opposed ©14¥. 
again, is all this, to the Arian doctrines, with which Tertul- non. aque 
lian is by some said to have agreed! For the rest, we learn 

for certain from this passage also, that, when Tertullian 

said, that the eternal Reason of God, the eternal Wisdom, 

and the eternal Spirit, began to be agitated? in God for the ? agitari. 
works of the world, (just as he said that God the Father also 
exerted Himself with might? and laboured in the work of ° viribus 
creation,) that He went forth from God with vocal utterance 
and sound, and the like; it is, I say, plain from this passage, 

that all these statements were made by him in a sense no- 

ways inconsistent with‘ the eternal unchangeableness of the ¢ minime. 
Divine Person whom he designated by those names; that is to 

say, so as that it is in nowise to be supposed that the Reason, 
Wisdom, and Spirit of God either ceased to be what It had 

been, or begun to be what It had not been, or either lost or 
acquired any thing of what I may call Its internal perfection. 

In the beginning of the world there accrued indeed to the 

Divine Person of the Son of God, according to Tertullian, the 
appellation of the Word; moreover, He was then declared to 

be the Son of God; and there likewise accrued to God the 

Father the title of Creator. The Son wrought externally, [671] 
that things which were not might begin to be; and with the 

Son and through Him the Father also wrought. But nothing 
intrinsic was either added to or taken from either of the two, 

seeing that Each is the same God eternal and unchangeable. 

18. The other testimony is to be found in the books? of § carmi- 
Verses against Marcion. These books, in the judgment of """ libris. 
Pamelius*, are most certainly the work of Tertullian; nor 
have I seen any thing that is of any weight brought by 
others in opposition to this opinion of Pamelius. Read his 
Argument to the first book. Indeed any person of critical 
powers, who is not quite a stranger to Tertullian’s other 


= Preface to Tertullian’s Works, vol. these Poems are altogether unworthy 
iv. [See, however, p. 296, edit. 1664, of Tertullian, and could not have pro- 
where arguments such as can hardly ceeded from him.—B.] 
be overthrown are given to prove that 
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which it would be tedious to enumerate here. No wonder, 
therefore, if he very wrongly understood that figurative! ge- 
neration of the Son, whereby He proceeded from and was, as 
it were, born of the Father, for the creation of the universe, 
(about which he had read something in the Christian writers,) 
to be His true production and procreation. Besides, I think 
it must be said, either that those passages of Lactantius re- 
specting the generation of the Son in Book ii. chap. 9, and 
Book iv. chap. 8, which, with good reason, have been espe- 
cially blamed by Petavius and other learned men as absurd 
and impious, were corrupted by heretics; or, at any rate, that 
Lactantius himself was misled by some heretic. Certainly, 
as regards the latter passage, Xystus Betuleius, in his notes 
on the chapter, at the end, expressed his suspicions that 
Lactantius had fallen into the hands of some falsifier. At 
any rate this is certain, that there are now extant in that 
chapter some statements which are utterly at variance with 
the doctrine of the chapter next following, and also with 
those statements which we have elsewhere alleged out of 
Lactantius, as we shall shew afterwards. But in Book un. 
chap. 9, good heavens’, how inconsistent is what Lactantius 
has written, if indeed it were Lactantius who wrote it. In 
the edition of Betuleius‘, in that of Geneva and others, the 
following words occur near the beginning of the chapter®: 
‘‘As the mother in an unexampled manner produced* her 
Maker; so must we believe that the Father, after an in- 
effable manner, produced‘ one co-eternal [with Himself]. 
Of His Mother was born one who was already in being; of 
His Father, one who once was not. Let faith believe this; 
let not understanding search into it; lest either not finding 
it she deem it to be incredible, or discovering it believe 
it not to be unparalleled®.” Here Betuleius informs us that 
in the Roman edition, which had been published seventy 
years‘ before he wrote, and which he says was very accu- 


4 (Basil. 1568. The passage occurs, 
in brackets, with a marginal note, at 
p- 108. } 

* Sicut mater sine exemplo genuit 
auctorem suum; sic ineffabiliter Pater 
genuisse credendus est co#ternum. 
De matre natus est, qui jam ante fuit; 
de Patre, qui aliquando non fuit. Hoc 
fides credat, intelligentia non requirat ; 


ne aut non inventum putet incredibile, 
aut repertum non credat singulare.— 
[This passage is not in the text of the 
edition of Le Brun and Dufresnoy, 
Paris, 1748, but is given in a note at 
p. 143, with a statement of the grounds 
for rejecting it. ] 

‘ That is to say, in the year 1475. 


[In the Roman editions of 1465 and 


wild opinions often expressed in his works. 547 


rately edited’, instead of aliguando non fuit (once was not) sBoox 11. 
the reading is, aliguando non defuit (once was not wanting). § 20, 21, 
But let any one who can, reconcile this with what follows. facran. 
In some MSS., indeed, that whole passage is wanting. But arus. 
elsewhere also Lactantius plays, as it were, with this mystery, caste edi- 
in a way not unlike this; namely, in book iv. chap. 13, ™- 
where there is no suspicion of interpolation’: “ For God the 

Father Himself,” he says, “ who is both the origin and prin- 

ciple of [all] things, in that He is without parents, is most 

truly called by Trismegistus ‘without Father (ddrwp,) and 
without Mother (ayjrwp,)’ because He is procreated? of none. 2 procrea- 
Therefore, it behoved that the Son also be born twice, that He *- 
also might come to be without Father, and without Mother. 
For in His first nativity, the spiritual, He was without Mother, 
because He was generated of God the Father alone, without 
the office of a mother. Whilst in the second nativity, the 
carnal, He was without Father, inasmuch as He was procreated 
of the Virgin’s womb, without the office of a Father.” 

21. There follows in that ninth chapter of the second 
book a long discussion on two principles, the one that of 
good, the other that of evil, which manifestly savours of 
Manicheism. For he says there", that God in the begin- 
ning made [a] good and [an] evil [being]; that “ He framed 
the world so that it should be made up of things which 
are contrary to one another and discordant; and that, there- 
fore, before all things, He made two fountains of things 
adverse one to another and at war together; that is to say, 
two Spirits, a good and a bad, of which the one is, as it 
were, the right hand’® of God, the other, as it were, His® dexter. 
left‘; that He constituted the Devil as the inventor of evil sinister. 


[675] 


1468, the words are aliquando non fuit, 
in those of 1470 and 1474, aliquando 
non defuit. No edition of 1475 is 
known. | 

S Ipse enim Pater Deus, et origo et 
principium rerum, quoniam parentibus 
caret, dxdrwp atque auhrwp a Trisme- 
gisto verissime nominatur, quod ex 
nullo sit procreatus. Idcirco etiam 
Filium bis nasci oportuit, ut et ipse 
fieret &wdrap atque auhrwp. In prima 
enim nativitate spiritali auqrwp fuit, 
quia sine officio matris a solo Deo Pa- 
tre generatus est. In secunda vero 
carnali dxdrwp fuit, quoniam sine Pa- 


tris officio virginali utero procreatus 
est.—([vol. i. pp. 302, 3.] 

» [Deum in principio fecisse bonum 
et malum; Fabricaturus mundum, qui 
constaret in (vel ex) rebus inter se con- 
trariis et discordibus; ... constituit 
ante diversa fecitque ante omnia duos 
fontes rerum sibi adversantium, inter 
seque pugnantium, illos videlicet duos 
Spiritus, rectum atque pravum, quo- 
rum alter est Deo tanquam dextera, 
alter tanquam sinistra;... constituit 
[Diabolum] malorum _inventorem, 
quem cum faceret, dedit illi ad mala 
excogitanda ingenium et astutiam, ut 
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ox tne which it would be tedious to enumerate here. No wonder, 
Fre therefore, if he very wrongly understood that figurative! ge- 
_1## 808. neration of the Son, whereby He proceeded from and was, as 
Re dows it were, born of the Father, for the creation of the universe, 
(about which he had read something in the Christian writers,) 
to be His true production and procreation. Besides, I think 
it must be said, either that those passages of Lactantius re- 
specting the generation of the Son in Book ii. chap. 9, and 
Book iv. chap. 8, which, with good reason, have been espe- 
cially blamed by Petavius and other learned men as absurd 
and impious, were corrupted by heretics ; or, at any rate, that 
Lactantius himself was misled by some heretic. Certainly, 
[674] as regards the latter passage, Xystus Betuleius, in his notes 
on the chapter, at the end, expressed his suspicions that 
Lactantius had fallen into the hands of some falsifier. At 
any rate this is certain, that there are now extant in 
chapter some statements which are utterly at variance 
the doctrine of the chapter next following, and also” 
those statements which we have elsewhere alleged out 
Lactantius, as we shall shew afterwards. But in B 

ie chap. 9, good heavens*, how inconsistent is 
2 has written, if indeed it were Lactantius who 
the edition of Betuleius*, in that of Geneva 


“genuit. “As the mother in an unexampled | 
Maker; so must we believe that tl 
‘genuisse. effable manner, produced* one 
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on tne g0 On to make the emanation’ which cometh of it perfect, 
co-ETER- but blinded in respect of the knowledge and greatness of 


NITY O 


tne son. the Father ; and that the Saviour shewed a symbol of this 
‘emissio- mystery in the case of him who was blind from his birth.” 


nem. 


[668] 


And afterwards in the same passage, “ How is it, ye most 
vain sophists, that the Mind of the Father, nay, even the 
Father Himself, seeing that He is Mind, and perfect in 
all respects, sent forth His Word an imperfect and blind 
zon, seeing He is able immediately to send forth with Him 
the knowledge also of the Father ?”’ In the second place, the 
Valentinians asserted, as a natural consequence, that most 
of their zeons were far removed in knowledge also from the 
supreme Parent of all. For their doctrine was, that each 
zon knew only his own immediate parent, and in conse- 
quence that Mind alone, as being His only immediate off- 
spring, could attain to a knowledge of the Parent of all. For 
thus Irenzus speaks in the chapter which we have quoted’ ; 
“They say that they (the eons) were produced, and that each 
one of them knew him only who produced him; and knew 
not him who is before that one.” And what these heretics 
taught respecting the ignorance of the Word, specially, we 
have already shewn. In the third place; the Valentinians, 
lastly, separated almost all their wons in age also from the 
supreme God. For they taught that the first pair alone, 
hamely, [that] of Depth and Silence, is eternal. Following 
herein their fathers, the Nicolaitans and Cerinthians, as we 
have already shewn® out of Irenzus, they attributed a be- 
ginning to Mind itself, or the Only-Begotten, whom they 
called the Father of the Word. Now Tertullian, with Irenzus 
and all Catholics, rejects all these doctrines as heretical, and 
shews under each separate head, that his own doctrine re- 
specting the putting forth of the Word is directly contrary to 
the inventions of the Valentinians. We, he says, maintain, 


Bytho progeneratum, jam non potuisse 
eam, que ex eo est, emissionem facere 
perfectam, sed obccecatam circa agni- 
tionem et magnitudinem Patris; et 
Salvatorem symbolum mysterii hujus 
ostendisse in eo qui a nativitate ccecus 
fuit....Quemadmodum, o vanissimi 
sophiste, Nus Patris, imo etiam ipse 
Pater, cum sit Nus et perfectus in om- 


nibus, iinperfectum et cecum Aonein 


emisit suum Logon, cum possit statim 
et agnitionem Patris cum eo emittere? 
{cap. 17. 9. p. 189. } 

¥ Dicunt quoniam emissi sunt unus- 
quisque illorum, [onum,] et illum 
tantum cognovisse, qui se emisit, ig- 
norans autem eum qui ante illum est. 
—[Ibid.] 

* [See above, iii. 1. 8. p. 382.] 


all; and therein contravenes the Arian view. 541 


1, that the Word or Son of God is in nature and substance soox 11. 
not other than the Father, but one with Him ; 2, with respect 61617, 
to knowledge, that the Son is in the bosom of the Father, 7. 5y,_ 
and therefore that He alone knows the Father immediately ', de prox 


and has laid open His bosom ®; 3, lastly, as to age, that that. 
Word in His own hypostasis always was in being with God the ? sinum 
Father, seeing that the body, substance, and hypostasis? itself vise. 
of the Word is that Spirit of God, who eternally subsists in 8 gubstan- 
God and of Him; who at a definite time came forth from ita 
God with the word, “ Frat,” to form created things, and that 
on this account He was called the Word of God. For the 
Valentinians taught, that the Word was so put forth in vocal 
utterance and sound, as that, previous to that putting forth, 
He did not exist at all car’ irocracw (as a Person,) even if 
He ever were at any time a Person. Tertullian, on the con- 
trary, teaches that the Word has His own body, or [in 
other words] substance and hypostasis, and that eternal ; 
namely, that Spirit of God, who is and always has been 
in God. But who does not of himself perceive that these 
propositions of Tertullian are opposed, as so many counter- 
statements, to the blasphemies alike of Arius and of Valen- 
tinus? That is to say, these three statements, that the Word 
or Son of God is alien from the nature and substance of the 
Father ; that therefore He cannot perfectly know the Father ; 
and, lastly, that He was not always in being and subsisting 
with the Father; these, I say, are the primary heads of the -. 
Arian heresy; and all these Tertullian, together with the [669] 
catholic Church, has here expressly condemned in the Valen- 
tinians. Let the frantic Arians, therefore, desist in future 
from glorying in Tertullian as their patron. 

17. To the testimonies which have been adduced, and they 
are certainly most clear, we will further add two besides ; 
with which we will at last bring to an end this lengthy but 
very necessary disquisition on the faith and views of Tertul- 
lian. One occurs in the 27th chapter of the same treatise 
against Praxeas‘. ‘For the rest,” he says, “we must needs 
believe God to be unchangeable and incapable of form *, as ¢immuta- 
being eternal. But transformation is a destruction of that bem est 
bilem. 


t Cxterum Deum immutabilem et eternum. Transfiguratio autem in- 
informabilem credi necesse est, ut teremptio est pristini Omne enim 
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which previously existed ; for whatsoever is transformed into 
something else ceases to be that which it had been, and 
begins to be what it was not. But God neither ceases to be 
(what He is], nor can He be any thing else [than He is]. 
But the Word is God.”’ Here Tertullian expressly teaches 
that the Word of God, in that He is God, is absolutely un- 
changeable and eternal, who neither ceased to be what He 
had been, nor ever began to be what He was not. But 
surely if the Son of God, from the prerogative! (to use a 
phrase of Tertullian’s) of His unchangeableness and eternity, 
in that He is God, never could have begun to be what He 
was not, much less could He have begun to be simply, when 
previously He existed not at all. Besides, if any one en- 
deavour to elude the force of this testimony by asserting 
that the eternity here meant is of such a kind as that the 
thing, though it has a beginning, yet has not an end of exist- 
ence, he may be easily refuted from the following consi- 
deration. Tertullian is expressly speaking of such an eter- 
nity as is a necessary attribute of the Divine Nature, as 
such ; [in other words,| that which must necessarily be attri- 
buted to God, as God; and this eternity he ascribes to the 
Word, because He is God. ‘We must needs believe,” he 
says, “that God is unchangeable, as being eternal. But 
the Word is God.” Now the eternity of God is an eternity 
in every sense of the word’ and absolute, such as Tertullian 
describes in his treatise against Hermogenes, chap. iv.°: 
‘For what other estimate ® is there of God,” he asks, “than 
eternity? what other condition of eternity, than ever to have 
been, and [ever] henceforward to be, by the special privi- 
lege of [having] no beginning and no end?” Lastly, Ter- 
tullian’s argument in the passage quoted is most manifestly 
grounded on this general supposition, that all the essential at- 
tributes of the Godhead, all which belong to God the Father, 
as God, and do not in any wise indicate the relation of the 
Father to the Son, and of the Son to the Father‘, are common 


quodcumque transfiguratur in aliud, § 4. p. 211.] 

desinit esse quod fuerat, et incipit esse * Quis enim alius Dei census, quam 
quod non erat. Deus autem neque eternitas? quisalius eternitatis status, 
desinit esse, neque aliud potest esse. quam semper fuisse et futurum esse, 
Sermo autem Deus.—([See the whole ex przrogativa nullius initii et nullius 
passage quoted above, book ii. cb. 8. _finis. 


unchangeable ; this shews the true sense of his other words. 543 


to the Father and the Son. Now all admit that to have soox m. 
existed always and always! henceforward to exist, is an ab- ¢'}7' 18 
solutely necessary attribute of the Divine essence, considered TrrruL-_ 
in itself. But, eternal God! how diametrically opposed ©14¥- 
again, is all this, to the Arian doctrines, with which Tertul- non 
lian is by some said to have agreed! For the rest, we learn 

for certain from this passage also, that, when Tertullian 

said, that the eternal Reason of God, the eternal Wisdom, 

and the eternal Spirit, began to be agitated? in God for the ? agitari. 
works of the world, (just as he said that God the Father also 

exerted Himself with might? and laboured in the work of 3 viribus 
creation,) that He went forth from God with vocal utterance 
and sound, and the like; it is, I say, plain from this passage, 

that all these statements were made by him in a sense no- 

ways inconsistent with‘ the eternal unchangeableness of the ‘ minime. 
Divine Person whom he designated by those names ; that is to 

say, 80 as that it is in nowise to be supposed that the Reason, 
Wisdom, and Spirit of God either ceased to be what It had 

been, or begun to be what It had not been, or either lost or 
acquired any thing of what I may call Its internal perfection. 

In the beginning of the world there accrued indeed to the 

Divine Person of the Son of God, according to Tertullian, the 
appellation of the Word; moreover, He was then declared to 

be the Son of God; and there likewise accrued to God the 

Father the title of Creator. The Son wrought externally, [671] 
that things which were not might begin to be; and with the 

Son and through Him the Father also wrought. But nothing 
intrinsic was either added to or taken from either of the two, 

seeing that Each is the same God eternal and unchangeable. 

18. The other testimony is to be found in the books’ of § carmi-— 
Verses against Marcion. These books, in the judgment of “”" Mbris. 
Pamelius*, are most certainly the work of Tertullian; nor 
have I seen any thing that is of any weight brought by 
others in opposition to this opinion of Pamelius. Read his 
Argument to the first book. Indeed any person of critical 
powers, who is not quite a stranger to Tertullian’s other 


* Preface to Tertullian’s Works, vol. these Poems are altogether unworthy 
iv. [See, however, p. 296, edit. 1664, of Tertullian, and could not have pro- 
where arguments such as can hardly ceeded from him.—B.] 
be overthrown are given to prove that 
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on tne gO on to make the emanation’ which cometh of it perfect, 
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but blinded in respect of the knowledge and greatness of 


tue son. the Father ; and that the Saviour shewed a symbol of this 
 emiseio- mystery in ‘the case of him who was blind from his birth.” 


[668] 


And afterwards in the same passage, “ How is it, ye most 
vain sophists, that the Mind of the Father, nay, even the 
Father Himself, seeing that He is Mind, and perfect in 
all respects, sent forth His Word an imperfect and blind 
zeon, seeing He is able immediately to send forth with Him 
the knowledge also of the Father?” In the second place, the 
Valentinians asserted, as a natural consequence, that most 
of their zeons were far removed in knowledge also from the 
supreme Parent of all. For their doctrine was, that each 
zon knew only his own immediate parent, and in conse- 
quence that Mind alone, as being His only immediate off- 
spring, could attain toa knowledge of the Parent of all. For 
thus Irenzus speaks in the chapter which we have quoted’; 
“They say that they (the sons) were produced, and that each 
one of them knew him only who produced him; and knew 
not him who is before that one.” And what these heretics 
taught respecting the ignorance of the Word, specially, we 
have already shewn. In the third place; the Valentinians, 
lastly, separated almost all their ons in age also from the 
supreme God. For they taught that the first pair alone, 
hamely, [that] of Depth and Silence, is eternal. Following 
herein their fathers, the Nicolaitans and Cerinthians, as we 
have already shewn® out of Irenzus, they attributed a be- 
ginning to Mind itself, or the Only-Begotten, whom they 
called the Father of the Word. Now Tertullian, with Jrenzus 
and all Catholics, rejects all these doctrines as heretical, and 
shews under each separate head, that his own doctrine re- 
specting the putting forth of the Word is directly contrary to 
the inventions of the Valentinians. We, he says, maintain, 


Bytho progeneratum, jam non potuisse 
eam, que ex eo est, emissionem facere 
perfectam, sed obceecatam circa agni- 
tionem et magnitudinem Patris; et 
Salvatorem symbolum mysterii hujus 
ostendisse in eo qui a nativitate ccecus 
fuit.... Quemadmodum, o vanissimi 
sophiste, Nus Patris, imo etiam ipse 
Pater, cum sit Nus et perfectus in om- 


nibus, imperfectum et cecum Honem 


emisit suum Logon, cum possit statim 
et agnitionem Patris cum eo emittere? 
{cap. 17. 9. p. 189. ] 

F Dicunt quoniam emissi sunt unus- 
quisque illorum, [/onum,] et illum 
tantum cognovisse, qui se emisit, ig- 
norans autem eum qui ante illum est. 
—|[ Ibid. } 

* [See above, iii. 1. 8. p. 382,] 


all; and therein contravenes the Arian view. 54Y 


1, tha the Word or Son of God is in nature and substance soox m1. 
not other than the Father, but one with Him; 2, with respect § 16.17, 
to knowledge, that the Son is in the bosom of the Father, 7, ,5y,- 


and therefore that He alone knows the Father immediately |, trv. 


and has laid open His bosom’; 3, lastly, as to age, that that - de Prox- 
Word in His own hypostasis always was in being with God the ? sinum 
Father, seeing that the body, substance, and hypostasis® itself #8 ¢*P°” 
of the Word is that Spirit of God, who eternally subsists in 8 gubstan- 
God and of Him; who at a definite time came forth from ates. 
God with the word, “ Frat,” to form created things, and that 
on this account He was called the Word of God. For the 
Valentinians taught, that the Word was so put forth in vocal 
utterance and sound, as that, previous to that putting forth, 
He did not exist at all car’ jiardcracwy (as a Person,) even if 
He ever were at any time a Person. Tertullian, on the con- 
trary, teaches that the Word has His own body, or [in 
other words] substance and hypostasis, and that eternal ; 
namely, that Spirit of God, -who is and always has been 
in God. But who does not of himself perceive that these 
propositions of Tertullian are opposed, as so many counter- 
statements, to the blasphemies alike of Arius and of Valen- 
tinus? That is to say, these three statements, that the Word 
or Son of God is alien from the nature and substance of the 
Father ; that therefore He cannot perfectly know the Father ; 
and, lastly, that He was not always in being and subsisting: 
with the Father; these, I say, are the primary heads of the 
Arian heresy; and all these Tertullian, together with the [669] 
catholic Church, has here expressly condemned in the Valen- 
tinians. Let the frantic Arians, therefore, desist in future 
from glorying in Tertullian as their patron. 

17. To the testimonies which have been adduced, and they 
are certainly most clear, we will further add two besides ; 
with which we will at last bring to an end this lengthy but 
very necessary disquisition on the faith and views of Tertul- 
lian. One occurs in the 27th chapter of the same treatise 
against Praxeas‘. ‘“ For the rest,” he says, “ we must needs 
believe God to be unchangeable and incapable of form *, as 4 immuta- 
being eternal. But transformation is a destruction of that biiem est 
bilem. 


t Czxterum Deum immutabilem et eternum. Transfiguratio autem in- 
informabilem credi necesse est, ut teremptio est pristini Omne enim 
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ox tue which previously existed ; for whatsoever is transformed into 
corrre something else ceases to be that which it had been, and 
rue sox. begins to be what it was not. But God neither ceases to be 
{what He is], nor can He be any thing else [than He is]. 
But the Word is God.” Here Tertullian expressly teaches 
that the Word of God, in that He is God, is absolutely un- 
changeable and eternal, who neither ceased to be what He 
had been, nor ever began to be what He was not. But 
surely if the Son of God, from the prerogative! (to use a 
phrase of Tertullian’s) of His unchangeableness and eternity, 
in that He is God, never could have begun to be what He 
was not, much less could He have begun to be simply, when 
previously He existed not at all. Besides, if any one en- 
deavour to elude the force of this testimony by asserting 
that the eternity here meant is of such a kind as that the 
thing, though it has a beginning, yet has not an end of exist- 
ence, he may be easily refuted from the following consi- 
deration. Tertullian is expressly speaking of such an eter- 
nity as is a necessary attribute of the Divine Nature, as 
such ; [in other words,] that which must necessarily be attri- 
buted to God, as God; and this eternity he ascribes to the 
Word, because He is God. “We must needs believe,” he 
says, “that God is unchangeable, as being eternaly Bub 
[670] the Word is God.” Now the eternity of God is an eternity 
2omni- in every sense of the word* and absolute, such as Tertullian 
‘246 describes in his treatise against Hermogenes, chap, ithe 
census, “For what other estimate’ is there of God,” he asks, 
eternity? what other condition of eternity, than ever to | 
been, and [ever] henceforward to be, by the special | 
lege of [having] no beginning and no end f” 
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which previously existed ; for whatsoever is transformed into 
something else ceases to be that which it had been, and 
begins to be what it was not. But God neither ceases to be 
[what He is], nor can He be any thing else [than He is}. 
But the Word is God.” Here Tertullian expressly teaches 
that the Word of God, in that He is God, is absolutely un- 
changeable and eternal, who neither ceased to be what He 
had been, nor ever began to be what He was not. But 
surely if the Son of God, from the prerogative! (to use a 
phrase of Tertullian’s) of His unchangeableness and eternity, 
in that He is God, never could have begun to be what He 
was not, much less could He have begun to be simply, when 
previously He existed not at all. Besides, if any one en- 
deavour to elude the force of this testimony by asserting 
that the eternity here meant is of such a kind as that the 
thing, though it has a beginning, yet has not an end of exist- 
ence, he may be easily refuted from the following consi- 
deration. Tertullian is expressly speaking of such an eter- 
nity as is a necessary attribute of the Divine Nature, as 
such ; {in other words,] that which must necessarily be attri- 
buted to God, as God; and this eternity he ascribes to the 
Word, because He is God. ‘We must needs believe,” he 
says, “that God is unchangeable, as being eternal. But 
the Word is God.” Now the eternity of God is an eternity 
in every sense of the word’ and absolute, such as Tertullian 
describes in his treatise against Hermogenes, chap. iv.°: 
“For what other estimate ® is there of God,” he asks, “than 
eternity? what other condition of eternity, than ever to have 
been, and [ever] henceforward to be, by the special privi- 
lege of [having] no beginning and no end?” Lastly, Ter- 
tullian’s argument in the passage quoted is most manifestly 
grounded on this general supposition, that all the essential at- 
tributes of the Godhead, all which belong to God the Father, 
as God, and do not in any wise indicate the relation of the 
Father to the Son, and of the Son to the Father 4, are common 


quodcumque transfiguratur in aliud, § 4. p. 211.] 

desinit esse quod fuerat, et incipit esse * Quis enim alius Dei census, quam 
quod non erat. Deus autem neque’ eternitas? quis alius seternitatis status, 
desinit esse, neque aliud potest esse. quam semper fuisse et futurum esse, 
Sermo autem Deus.—([See the whole ex prerogativa nullius initii et nullius 
passage quoted above, book ii. cb. 8. _ finis. 


unchangeable ; this shews the true sense of his other words. 543 


to the Father and the Son. Now all admit that to have soox m1. 
existed always and always! henceforward to exist, is an ab- § 17, 18. 
solutely necessary attribute of the Divine essence, considered Teprut-_ 
in itself. But, eternal God! how diametrically opposed ™14¥- 
again, is all this, to the Arian doctrines, with which Tertul- non 
lian is by some said to have agreed! For the rest, we learn 

for certain from this passage also, that, when Tertullian 

said, that the eternal Reason of God, the eternal Wisdom, 

and the eternal Spirit, began to be agitated? in God for the ? agitari. 
works of the world, (just as he said that God the Father also 

exerted Himself with might® and laboured in the work of ® viribus 
creation,) that He went forth from God with vocal utterance“ 
and sound, and the like; it is, I say, plain from this passage, 

that all these statements were made by him in a sense no- 

ways inconsistent with‘ the eternal unchangeableness of the ‘ minime. 
Divine Person whom he designated by those names ; that is to 

say, so as that it 1s in nowise to be supposed that the Reason, 
Wisdom, and Spirit of God either ceased to be what It had 

been, or begun to be what It had not been, or either lost or 
acquired any thing of what I may call Its internal perfection. 

In the beginning of the world there accrued indeed to the 

Divine Person of the Son of God, according to Tertullian, the 
appellation of the Word ; moreover, He was then declared to 

be the Son of God; and there likewise accrued to God the 

Father the title of Creator. The Son wrought externally, [671] 
that things which were not might begin to be; and with the 

Son and through Him the Father also wrought. But nothing 
intrinsic was either added to or taken from either of the two, 

seeing that Each is the same God eternal and unchangeable. 

18. The other testimony is to be found in the books’ of carmi-— 
Verses against Marcion. These books, in the judgment of ™™ '"* 
Pamelius*, are most certainly the work of Tertullian; nor 
have I seen any thing that is of any weight brought by 
others in opposition to this opinion of Pamelius. Read his 
Argument to the first book. Indeed any person of critical 
powers, who is not quite a stranger to Tertullian’s other 


x Preface to Tertullian’s Works, vol. these Poems are altogether unworthy 
iv. [See, however, p. 296, edit. 1664, of Tertullian, and could not have pro- 
where arguments such as can hardly ceeded from him.—B.] 
be overthrown are given to prove that 
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ning, and in what sense the Father alone is so, in the 
following words*; ‘“ How then are they not alike with- 
out beginning’, since they are alike eternal?? Because 
they are from Him’, although not after Him. For that 


_ which is without beginning, is also eternal; but that which 


is eternal, is not in all cases‘ without beginning, so long as 
it be referred to the Father as a beginning. They are 
not, then, without beginning in respect of cause’.”’ And in 
the thirty-sixth Oration he says‘; ‘‘ Father is the pecu- 
liar designation of Him who is without beginning; but 
Son, of Him who was begotten without beginning.” Lastly, 
Cyril of Alexandria, at the opening of the first book of his 
Commentaries on John, teaches, that the Father is the be- 
ginning of the Son, “only so far as it is used for that out 
of which one is°.” 

4. Allied to the term ‘beginning,’ is the term aitcos or 
aitla in Latin, causa. Justin Martyr, as we observed a 
little before, said that the Father is “‘ the cause” of the Son; 
and a similar mode of expression is used by catholic writers, 
who lived after the rise of the Arian controversy. For 
they also say, that one Person in the Trinity, that is, God 
the Father, is the cause’; and that two, namely, the Son 
and the Holy Ghost, are caused*. Thus Constantine the 
Great, in his Oration to the sacred council, in Eusebius, 
says, “The Father is the cause of the Son, but the Son 
is caused’.” So Athanasius (or some other writer, whoever 
he was, who at any rate was orthodox in this doctrine,) in 
the Second Questions, chap. 11 and 12, says'; “The Son is 
not the cause, but caused.” Basil, in his first book against 
Eunomius, writes thus*; “ But, in regard to the relation of 


© ras obv od cuvdvapya, ef cuvatdia; 
Sri exetOev, ef Kal wh per exeivov. rd 
pey yap tvapxov, wal afSiov 7d Be 
&idiov ob wdvrws Kvapxov, ews dy eds 
apxhvy dvapdépnra roy marépa. odk 
tvapxa obv te airly.—p. 562. [Orat. 
xxix. 3. p. 525. ] 

 Wcov 8& Tov piv dvdpxou, xarhp’ 
Tov Bt dvdpxws yerynbevros, vids.—p. 
590. [Orat. xxx. 19. p. 553. ] 

6 [abrds te dv ev warp), cal exwy ev 
daurg roy warépa thy kvapxov tis oi- 
xelas picews oiovel wws apxhy], xara 
pdvov rd e ob Adyetat, 5d 7d bwdp- 


xew ex warpds.—vol. iv. p. 12.] 

h aizla wey viod 6 Marhp: airiardy 
5¢ 6 vids.—p. 581. edit. Valesii. [c. 11. 
p. 688. 

16 3é vids odk Eorw alrios, &AX’ ai- 
tiatés.—[ Op. Athanas., vol. ii. p. 339. 
On these questions the Benedictine 
editor remarks, ‘‘ No one will suspect 
Athanasius of being the author of such 
trifling.’’—B. ] 

k jets 8t Kard yey Thy Tov airioyv 
mpos Ta e& abtay oxédow, mporerdx at 
ToU viov roy mwarépa gauév.—RBasil. 


tom. i. p. 720. [§ 20. vol. i. p. 232. ] 
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causes to the things which proceed from them, we affirm that soox rv. 
the Father is placed in order’ before the Son.” And in the 3k 
same book he says’; “ What else does the word Father sig-i pore. 
nify, than this, that He is the cause and beginning’ of Him 7d xOau. 
who was begotten of Him?” In like manner, Gregory Nazi- 691] 
anzen, in his twenty-ninth Oration on Doctrine’, more than s ge Dog- 
once declares the Father to be the cause of the Son and of ™ate 
the Holy Ghost™; ‘“ For,” he says, ‘“‘ He would be the begin- 

ning‘ of small things [only,] and of things unworthy of Him, ‘ 4x4. 
were He not the cause of the Godhead, which is contemplated 

in the Son and in the Spirit.” And, afterwards, in the same 
passage, he adds"; ‘There is one God, both the Son and 

the Spirit being referred to one cause;” and a little after 

he says that God the Father is the “ beginning®, as cause, and ° dpxiy. 
as fountain, and as eternal light®.”” Damascene also in his 

third book, on the Orthodox Faith, chap. 5, writes thus?: 

‘We acknowledge a difference of the Persons‘ in their three ° rap iro- 
properties alone, of being uncaused, and what belongs to a 7” 
Father; being caused, and what belongs to a Son; and of 
being caused and proceeding.” Likewise, in his first book, 
on Images, not far from the beginning, he says?: ‘The 
Son is the (living, natural, and unvarying) image of the 
invisible God, bearmg in Him the Father entire, having 
His identity with Him in all respects, and differing from 
Him only in this, that He is caused; for the Father is by 
nature a cause, and the Son caused.” And amongst the Latins, 
Marius Victorinus, in his first book against Arius, has used 
just the same language, saying’; “ But the Father is greater, 
because He Himself has given all things unto Him, and is to 


[692] 


1rd 3 Marhp rl &AAo onpalve:, 4 
obx) rd, airla elva: nal dpxh tod ef abrov 
yevvnbéyros.—p. 724. [§ 25. p. 236. ] 

™ uxpov yap dy ely wal dvatlov apxn, 
wh Oedrnros Sv alrios rhs ev vig Kad 
avevuatt Sewpounévns.—tom. i. p. 490. 
[Orat. xx. 60. p. 379. 

" els uty @eds, cis ev alrioy cal viod 
xa) mvedparos avapeponévwy.—[ Ibid. ] 

©... dpxis 8t ds alriou, kal as rnyijs, 
wat &s ai8iov patos.—[ Ibid. ] Compare 
Orat. xxiv. p. 429. A. [Orat. xxxiv. 
10. p. 624.] and Orat. xxxvii. p. 601. 
B. (Orat. xxxi. 14. p. 565.] GRABE. 

P [rhv 32) Bia@ophy Tay trocrdoewy 
dy povais tais tpioly iBiérnot, 7H dvat- 


BULL. 


tiw Kal warpinf, kal tH aitiary Kal 
tite, Kal rH airiary nal éxwopeuty ém- 
ywooKoney.—l[vol. i. p. 210. ] 

4 [I do not know why the original 
Greek is not quoted here; it is as fol- 
lows: Elkay tolyuy (Saoa, puouwh nad 
dmrapdAAaktos) Tov dopdrou @eod 6 vids, 
SAov dv éaurg hépwy roy warépa, Kata 
ndyra Exwyv thy xpos abtoy raurérnra, 
pbvey 5¢ diapépwr rg alriarg@. alriov wey 
yap puoixdy 6 Marthp, airiardy 5¢ 6 vids. 
—Orat. i. 9, vol. i. p. 311.—B. The 
words enclosed in parentheses are omit- 
ted by Bp. Bull, who gives the Latin 
only of this passage. } 

* Sed major Pater; quod ipse dedit: 
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562 iii. In the same sense, the Latin fathers call 


on tHe the Son Himself the cause of His being, [and] of His being 
nation oy i0 this particular mode.” Just before, the same Victorinus 
THE SON. had said’, that the Son, indeed, is “the principal cause of all 
1precau- things, but that the Father is a prior cause!,’’ in that He is 
_ the cause of the Son. Hilary, in his eleventh bookt, on the 
Trinity, calls the Father, “the cause of the nativity of the Son.” 
And in the twelfth book", speaking of the eternal generation 
of the Son, he says, “ And being born of a cause, [although 
that cause be] perfect and unchangeable, it must needs be 
254 that He be born from the cause, in the property of the cause 
in cause itself*.”” Lastly, Augustine also speaks to the same effect in 
prietats, bis book of Eighty-three Questions, Question xvi.*: “God,” 
he says, “is the cause of all things that exist. Now, in that 
He is the cause of all things, He is the cause also of His own 
Wisdom ; and [yet] God never was without His own Wis- 
dom; consequently He is the eternal cause of His own eter- 

nal Wisdom, nor is He prior in time to His own Wisdom.” 
5. Of the same signification 1s the word Author, which the 
Latin doctors also frequently attribute to God the Father in 
His relation to the Son. HilaryY, in his ninth book on the 
Trinity, thus writes, on the passage of John v.19. “Since 
tauctoritas, what He does by authority® of the Father’s nature which is 
in Him, He performs through the Father doing it, who 
‘worketh hitherto’ on the Sabbath; the Son is out of 
blame for a work in which the authority of the Father’s 
[693] working is put forward. For ‘can do nothing*,’ He referred 
‘[The Son not to want of power, but to authority.” And in the same 


ching of book he says", “For since the unbegotten God is [in the 
aes relation of] author to the only-begotten God, unto the per- 
Cc. 


ipsi omnia, et causa est ipsi Filio ut 
sit, ut isto modo sit.—[i. 13. Bibl. 
Patr. Galland., vol. viii. p. 156. ] 

* (Causa principalis et sibi et aliis 
causa est, potentia, et substantia. Causa 
existens. Precausa autem pater. c. 3. 
Ibid., p. 153.] 

t [... mnasci cum] causam nativitatis 
{ostendat ].—[§ 11. p. 1089.] 

u Et ex causa licet perfecta atque 
indemutabili nascens, necesse est ex 
causa in cause ipsius proprietate nas- 
catur.—[§ 8. p. 1116.] 

x Deus omnium que sunt causa est. 
Quod autem omnium rerum causa est, 
etiam Sapientiz suz causa est; nec 


unquam Deus sine Sapientia sua. Igi- 
tur sempiterne Sapientie suz causa 
est sempiterna ; nec tempore prior est, 
quam sua Sapientia.—[vol. vi. p. 4. ] 

y Si paterne in se nature auctori- 


tate quod gerit, gerente Patre agit, qui 


usque modo operatur in Sabbato; ex- 
tra criien operis est Filius, in quo 
paterne operationis prefertur aucto- 
ritas. Non enim ad infirmitatem re- 
tulit, non potest; sed ad auctoritatem. 
—f(ix. 45. p. 1014.] 

7 Cum enim innascibilis Deus ad 
perfectam divine beatitudinis nativi- 
tatem unigenito Deo auctor sit, aucto- 
rem nativitatis esse, sacramentum pa- 
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fect begetting of divine blessedness, to be the author of the soox rv. 
begetting is the mystery that belongs to the Father. How- in 4,5. 
ever, it is no derogation from Him, who, by a genuine be- 

getting, fully makes Himself to be the image of His author.” 
Further, the same writer, in other places throughout his 

works, employs the word author; for instance in the fourth 

book, expounding those words from the forty-fifth Psalm, 
“Wherefore God, even Thy God, hath anointed Thee,” he 

says*, “‘ Thy, is in reference to the author; Thee, is to inti- 

mate Him who is from the author. For He is God of God.” 
Likewise in the seventh book he says’, “ He is in such wise 

an image as that He differs not in kind, but suggests! an ' significet. 
author.” So in his book on the Synods, in a passage 

which we have already quoted in another place, he says‘, 

“He is subject to the Father, as to His author.” Augus- 

tine also, in his eleventh Sermon on the words of our Lord in 

St. Matthew‘, observes with his usual acuteness*; “In the * argute, 
Father is suggested to us authorship, in the Son nativity, in 3g. 
the Holy Ghost the communion of the Father and the Son, 
in the Three equality.” Of the same force are the words, 
root, fountain, head, which also the ancient Catholics attri- 
bute to God the Father in His relation to the Son and to the 
Holy Ghost. Thus Basil in his twenty-seventh Homily, against 
the Sabellians, writes®, “ For the Father indeed has His being 
perfect, and wanting in nothing, being the root and fountain 
of the Son and of the Holy Ghost.” In like manner Am- 
brose, in his tenth book on Luke‘, says, “'The Father is 
Lord, because He is the root of the Son;” and in his fourth 
book on Faith, chap. 58, he observes, “The Father is the 
fountain of the Son; the Father is the root of the Son.” 
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ternum est. Czterum non habet con- 
tumeliam, qui se auctoris sui esse 
imaginem genuina nativitate consum- 
mat.—[Tbid., c. 31. p. 1003.) 

®* Tuus relatum est. ad auctorem; (fe 
vero ad ejus, qui ex auctore est, signi- 
ficationem. Est enim Deus ex Deo.— 
[iv. 35. p. 848.] 

> Ita imago est, ut non differat ge- 
nere, sed significet auctorem.—[vii. 
87. p. 941.] 

© Patri subjectus est, ut auctori.— 
[69. 1189.] 

* Bisineaine nobis in Patre aucto- 


ritas, in Filio nativitas, in Spiritu 
Sancto Patris Filiique communitas, in 
tribus zqualitas.—[Serm. 1xxi. 18. vol. 
v. p. 392. | 

© tort pev yap é Marhp réAciov Exwv 
7b elvat, kal avevdees, plFa Kat rnyh rod 
viod nal rod ayiou TvEbparos. —tom. i, 
p. 606. ed. 1618. (Hom. xxiv. 4. vol. 
il. P: 193. ] 

Domibus Pater, quia radix est Fi- 

lii—([x. 5. vol. i. p. 1505. ] 

§ ... Fons Pater Filii est;... ra- 
dix Pater Filii est.—[iv. 10. 126. vol. 
ii. p. 545. ] 
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564 iv. Hence the Father is called the One, and the Only God. 


And Ruffinus, on the Creed, calls the Father the head' of 
the Son; saying, “ And, whilst He is the Head of all things, 
yet is the Father the Head" of Him.” 

6. Lastly, the ancients did not shrink from calling God 
the Father the one and only God, as being the principle, 
cause, author, and fountain of the Son. For thus the Nicene 
fathers themselves commence their creed: “ We believe in 
one God the Father Almighty,” &c. and then subjoin, “ And 
in one Jesus Christ,.... God of God.” And the great Atha- . 
nasius, than whom no one better understood the mind and 
view of the Nicene synod, in his Oration against the Sabel- 
lians, not far from the beginning, allows that the Father is 
rightly designated' “the only God, because He alone is 
unbegotten, and alone is the fountain of Godhead.” To 
his testimony, passing by others whom I might quote, I will 
only add that of Hilary, who in the third book of his work 
on the Trinity, setting forth the passage of the evangelist 
John, xvii. 3, where the Father is called “ the only true God,” 
writes as follows*: ‘“ Due honour is rendered by the Son 
to the Father, when He says, ‘Thee, the only true God ;’ the 
Son however does not separate Himself from the truth of God- 
head’, when He adds, ‘And Jesus Christ whom Thou hast sent.’ 
The confession of the faithful puts no interval { between Them], 
because in Both is the hope of life; nor is true God[head*] 
wanting to Him, who, when They are put together, comes 
second in order‘. When therefore it is said, ‘That they may 
know Thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom Thou 
hast sent,’ under this meaning, that is, that of Sender and Sent, 
the truth and Godhead of the Father and of the Son, is not 


b Et cum ipse sit omnium caput, ip- 
sius tamen caput est Pater. The Bene- 
dictine editor of the works of Cyprian, 
to which this exposition of Ruffinus is 
appended, p. cxcvii. reads ‘ Ipsius ta- 
men auctor est Pater,” (“yet the Father 
is the author of Him.’’) See p. cciv.— 
B. The older editions gave the passage 
as above; the Bened. edition is accord- 
ing to the MSS. and does not add the 
citation of 1 Cor. xi. “and the Head of 
Christ is God,’’? which follows in the 
older editions. } 

1 ori udvos dyévynros Kal udvos ny) 
Gedrnros, [8:A totvrro pdoKovres airoy 
elva: udvov @edv.—vol. ii. p. 37. ] 

k Debitus Patri a Filio honor red- 


ditur,cum dicit, Te solum verum Deum ; 
non tamen se Filius a Dei veritate se- 
cernit, cum adjungil, Et quem misisti 
Jesum Christum. Non habet interval- 
lum confessio credentium, quia in 
utroque spes vite est. Nec Deus ve- 
rus ab eo deficit, qui in conjunctione 
succedit. Cum ergo dicitur, ut cog- 
noscant te solum verum Deum, et quem 
misisti Jesum Christum, sub hac signifi- 
catione, id est, mittentis et missi, non 
Patris et Filii veritas et divinitas sub 
aliqua aut significationis aut dilationis, 
diversitate discernitur; sed ad gignen- 
tis et geniti confessionem fides religio- 
nis instruitur.—[§ 14. p. 815.] 
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distinguished under any difference of meaning or extent, but so0ox 1. 
the faith of [our] religion is instructed unto the confessing of 4'5-""7. 
the Begetter and the Begotten.” And now to all these testi- ~——— 
monies I will add this, by way of conclusion'; that the doc- : goronidis. 
trine that in the Trinity there is only one Beginning without 
Beginning’, even the Father, was so fixed, decreed and esta- : jc. cause, 
blished in the primitive Church, that in the forty-ninth of cle 
what are called the Apostolical canons, he is condemned who 
shall baptize into “three [Persons] without beginning,” eds 
Tpets avapyous. On which canon Zonaras has made this com- 
ment!: “For the Church has received to worship One without 
beginning, even the Father, because of His being uncaused ; 
and One Son, because of His ineffable generation; and One 
Comforter, the Holy Ghost, by reason of His procession.” . 

7. But this proposition is especially worthy of attention 
on account of certain moderns, who obstinately contend that 
the Son may properly be called avro@eos, i.e. God of Him- 
self*. This view is inconsistent both with the hypotheses of » a seipso 
those who maintain it, and with catholic consent. They say, D&* 
I mean, that the Son is from God the Father, as He is Son, 255 
and not as He is God; that He received His Person, not 
His essence, or Divine Nature, from the Father. But this is 
self-contradictory ; for, as Petavius™ rightly says, “The Son 
of God cannot be begotten by the Father, unless He receive 
from Him His nature and Godhead.” For what else is it ‘ to 
be begotten,’ than to be sprung from another, so as to have a [696] 
like nature*? he who is begotten must necessarily have [his] ¢ in simili- 
nature in such wise communicated by him [who begets, ] tudinem 
as in it to be like him who begets [him.] Unless indeed? s [nisi vero 
Christ, in that He is the Son of God, is not God; or receives Caristus. 
a relation only from the Father without [receiving] Godhead. Deus.] 
I add, that in this case Person cannot be conceived of without 
essence, unless you lay down Person in the Godhead to be — 
nothing else than a mere mode of existence*, which is simple § rpéxoy 
Sabellianism. Hence in another place Petavius" justly pro- brdptews. 
nounces the error of those who hold that the Son is of Him- 
self God, to be “ not only an error of a word, or of a mode of 

| ya yap-bvapyxov % exnanola oéBew 814 thy éexmdpevow.—tfvol. i. p. 33. ed. 
wapédaBe, roy warépa, Bik 1d dvalriovy Oxon. 1672. ] 


wal va vidy, 3: Thy Bpsnrov yévynow* ™ De Trinit. iii. 3. 3. 
Kal va wapdxAnroyv, Td mvedpua 7d &ytovy, " De Trinit. vi. 11. 10. 


566 This is inconsistent with their own views, with Catholic 
on tHe expression, as Bellarmine thinks, but altogether one of reality, 
narion oy 2nd & very grave one too.” He adds this reason, that “it 
THE 80N. entirely does away with and overthrows in the Trinity, that 
which in other ways it seems openly to profess, that the Son 
is begotten by the Father. For,” he says, “the mind cannot 
conceive of generation without [the idea of] the communi- 
1 alicujus cation of something’; and, further, of no other thing than 
rel. nature, essence, substance: forasmuch as it is a substan- 
* obo3ys, tial? production; and in this respect generation differs from 
ie eat, tub all other kinds of propagation, which take place in regard of 
quality and quantity. But if essence is communicated to 
the Son by generation, He plainly has His essence from the 
Father, not from Himself; otherwise either He would not be 
begotten, or He would not be begotten by another. Hence 
Damascene, on the Orthodox Faith, i. 10, rightly observes, 
“‘ All things which the Son and the Spirit severally have, 
They have of the Father, even being itself °®.” 

8. And in what way this opinion of theirs is repugnant to 
catholic consent, I have shewn a little before. The council of 
Nice itself certainly decreed that the Son is God of God; He, 
however, who is God of God, cannot, without manifest con- 
tradiction, be said to be God of Himself. But for what pur- 
pose should I endeavour to bind by the authority of the coun- 
cil of Nice those who seem not to consider the authority of 
that synod worth a straw? For the champion, who stands in 
the first ranks of those who maintain this opinion, has not 
shrunk from calling the holy and venerable fathers of the 
Nicene council “fanatics,” and to designate the formula of 
their Creed, “God of God, Light of Light, Very God of Very 
God,” as harsh, and containing a manifest “ vain repetition’,” 
and, further, as being rather a song fit to be set to music 
than a formula of confession of faith. I shudder as I repeat 


[697] 


3 BarroAéd- 
via. 


° wdyra obv 8ca Exe: 5 vids, eal rd 80 even His very being.”” For thus is 


wvevuua, ex Tov Tlarpds txe, nal adrd 
rd elvat. ([Petavius, and after him 
Bull, have scarcely weighed these 
words of Damascene sufficiently. For 
he is here specially treating of the 
Holy Ghost, and, after marking the 
distinction between generation and pro- 
cession, he thus concludes, “ All things, 
therefore, which the Son hath, the 
Spirit also hath from the Father, and 


this sentence better rendered in the 
edition of 1712.—B. Bp. Bull and 
Petavius followed the old Latin trans- 
lation, ‘‘Omnia, quecunque habet Fi- 
lius et Spiritus Sanctus, a Patre habet, 
etiam ipsum esse;’’ the version of Le 
Quien, ed. 1712, is, “ Omnia igitur que 
Filius habet, Spiritus etiam a Patre 


. habet, atque adeo hoc ipsum quod 


est.’’ ] 


consent, with the teaching of the first Reformers. 567 


these words, and therefore I earnestly exhort pious and studi- soox tv. 

ous youths to beware of a spirit from which such things have (%'?"5" 
' proceeded. We do indeed owe much to that man, for the good 
service which he rendered in purging the Church of Christ 
from the superstitions of popery; God forbid, however, that 
we should regard him as our master, or bind ourselves to 
him, or hesitate, whenever occasion shall require it, freely to 
censure his plain errors and novel tenets, departing from ca- 
tholic consent. Whosoever, how great soever in other respects 
he be, despises the authority of the ancient Catholic Church, 
so far forth he will obtain no trust nor authority with usP. 
That song, which this great man so much derided, was sung by [698] 
the sacred choir of about three hundred bishops, and presby- 
ters and deacons without number, gathered together in the 
first and most august of ecumenical councils. The same strain 
was, with wonderful harmony, chanted by the catholic doc- 
tors who lived before that council; as is manifest from the tes- 
timonies which we have brought forward in our second and 
- third books. In a word, that the Son of God is God of 

God, is the vpice and song (if any there be) of the whole 
Catholic Church of Christ; in harmony with the voice of 

God Himself, in the sacred oracles, which no one has dis- 
‘turbed without awful danger to himself. | 

9. I will add this one further observation from Petavius$, 

that this opinion is also manifestly opposed to the doctrine 

of the first reformers, that is to say, of Luther and Melanc- 
thon. For, “ Luther, in his book on the Captivity of Babylon’, 
among many other erroneous decisions of a corrupt Church, 
enumerates that decree of the Lateran council, that ‘The 
Divine Essence neither is begotten, nor begets.’” (Who then 
can doubt, that he would also have regarded as a palpable 
error, the opinion of those who openly deny that God is 
begotten of God, and teach that the Son is God, not of the . 
Father!, but of Himself’??) ‘‘ Philip Melancthon, in his Expo- 1 4 Patre. 
sition of the Nicene Creed, thinks that it is truly said that ? a Seipso. 
‘the Essence, which is the Son, is begotten; as it is said in 266 


P In like manner Saravia, in the 4 De Trinit. vi. 12. 1. 
Prologue of his Defence against Beza, r Tom. ii. Op. fol. 70. [The words 
Toayat : “This I frankly say, who- quoted are in vain looked for at the 


soever takes away all authority from place here referred to, or indeed in any 
the fathers leaves none at all for him- part of the work. Bull follows Peta- 
self” GRABE. vius.— B.] 
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son THE the Creed, God of God, Light of light.’ Then to the argu- 
nation or Ment which is alleged in opposition, that ‘the same thing 
THE SON: does not beget itself; and that therefore, since the essence is 
the same, essence cannot beget essence ;’ he replies, ‘ that the 
* same thing, so far forth as it is incommunicable, does not 
beget itself; but that the same, which is communicable, is 
[699] communicated to that which is begotten; now essence is 
communicable, therefore it is communicated to that which is 
begotten’.’” At the same time, the self-complacency with 
which Petavius in this passage speaks of the conflict of the 
heretics, as he calls them, is extremely ridiculous; as if, for- 
sooth, there were no conflict among the theologians of the 
Church of Rome. Indeed on this very point there is a palpa- 
layriAoyla. ble contradiction in terms! between the Master of Sentences 
and Richard of St. Victor, (to say nothing of the Abbot 
Joachim,) the latter asserting, with Augustine and the rest 
of the fathers, that “substance begets substance, and wis- 
dom wisdom ;” whilst the former contends on the other 
hand that “essence does not beget essence.” For it is in - 
vain that Petavius in that chapter attempts to reconcile 
these utterly opposite opinions. He himself allows that 
‘‘nearly all the schoolmen and divines think that the Lateran 
2 prejudi- Council had passed judgment? against the doctrine of Victor, 
CaBse. in favour of the tenet of the Master.” The Jesuit, how- 
ever, must pardon us, if we agree with nearly all the school- 
men and divines rather than with one single person, Peta- 
vius. I will go further, and say, that by the same subtleties 
by which Petavius endeavours to whitewash the view of the 
Master and of the Lateran Council, he might have excused 
the error of Calvin itself, against which he so vehemently 
inveighs; as will be plain to any one who considers the 
matter closely. I wish, however, that at this point, out of 
reverence for this most august mystery, both sides alike would 
now at length abstain altogether from scholastic trifling, and 
that we might all, with holy simplicity of faith, embrace the 
doctrine: of the Catholic Church, which lays down that the 

Son is “ God of God, Very God of Very God.” 
10. For the rest, the objection which one writer 


* [In this case also Petavius is not thon,as may beseen by referring to Enar. 
faithful in citing the words of Melanc- Symb. Nic., vol. i., Op. p. 398.—B. ] 
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has advanced ‘, that Origen, in his third book" against 800K tv. 
Celsus, (a passage which we have already* quoted,) calls 9, 10. 
the Son adrocodia, avroadnbeia, aitodixatocvvn, (very Wis- [700] 
dom, very Truth, very Righteousness,) 1s of no weight what- 
ever. For it is certain that in these words the prefix! avdro? prono- 
only means the veriest* trueness of the thing, not the cause Dina . 

; psissima. 
or origin; so that Origen intended nothing more, than that 
the Son is the veriest®, that is, the most perfect Wisdom, ® ipsissima. 
Truth, and Righteousness, such as the Father Himself is; at 
the same time not denying, that the Son received all these 
perfections of the Divine Nature from another, that is to 
say, from His Father. For thus the same Origen in another 
passage designates Christ, not only as avtocodia (very Wis- 
dom), but also as avrouos (very Son), in his commentary on 
John, tom. xxxii.’, where it is manifest that He is called 
avtrou.os, not as being Son of Himself, (for what could be 
more absurd than such an expression?) but as being the veri- 
est‘, that is, the true, genuine, and real® Son of God. In this ¢ ipsissi- 
sense Athanasius, likewise, in a passage which we have also” ~ 
quoted above’, applies the same words to the Son of God; nis 
and in this sense no Catholic would deny that the Son both 
may and ought to be called avrodeds, that is to say, true 
and veriest God. Hence, even Eusebius, who (if any one) 
acknowledged the subordination of the Son to the Father, as 
to His origin and principle, yet still did not hesitate to 
declare, that the Saviour® is ‘‘ worshipped, and rightly wor- 
shipped, as the genuine Son of the supreme God, and av7o- 
Meds (very God).”? Where by the word avro@eos, is clearly 
- meant, not one who is God of Himself*, but one who is truly é a seipso 
God; as may be gathered both from the fact that it is the Pe* 
Son of God, who is here called atro@eds, as well as from the 
fact that in the same breath the Father is designated the [701] 
supreme God’; as also from the word avro@eos being mani-? 705 xa- 
festly used as explanatory of the preceding expression, “ the Oénou Gc od 
genuine Son;” and, lastly, from what follows in the same Deus., 


* Chamier. Corp. Theolog. iii. 19. p. ® ofa Tov KabdAou @eod raida yvhotoy 
106. kal abrobeby xpoockuveiaba, kal eixdrws. 

a (4. 1. p. 473-4. Oration spoken at the Consecration of 

x ii. 9. 6. [p. 224, note u.] the Church of Tyre, inserted in the 

y p. 416. edit. Huet. [§ 18. p. 449. Eccles. Hist. x. 4. edit. Vales. p. 375. 
vol. iv.] [p. 468. ] 


= [ii. ch. 9. 18. p. 258. note d.] 
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NATION. OF ment which is alleged in opposition, that ‘the same thing 
THE SON. does not beget itself; and that therefore, since the essence is 
the same, essence cannot beget essence ;’ he replies, ‘ that the 
* same thing, so far forth as it is incommunicable, does not 
beget itself; but that the same, which is communicable, 1s 
[699] communicated to that which is begotten; now essence 1S 
communicable, therefore it is communicated to that which is 
begotten’.’” At the same time, the self-complacency with 
which Petavius in this passage speaks of the conflict of the 
heretics, as he calls them, is extremely ridiculous; as if, for- 
sooth, there were no conflict among the theologians of the 
Church of Rome. Indeed on this very point there is a palpa- 
layrioyla. ble contradiction in terms! between the Master of Sentences 
and Richard of St. Victor, (to say nothing of the Abbot 
Joachim,) the latter asserting, with Augustine and the rest 
of the fathers, that “substance begets substance, and wis- 
dom wisdom ;” whilst the former contends on the other 
hand that “essence does not beget essence.” For it is in - 
vain that Petavius in that chapter attempts to reconcile 
these utterly opposite opinions. He himself allows that 
‘nearly all the schoolmen and divines think that the Lateran 
2 prejudi- Council had passed judgment? against the doctrine of Victor, 
Casee. in favour of the tenet of the Master.” The Jesuit, how- 
ever, must pardon us, if we agree with nearly all the school- 
men and divines rather than with one single person, Peta- 
vius. I will go further, and say, that by the same subtleties 
by which Petavius endeavours to whitewash the view of the 
Master and of the Lateran Council, he might have excused 
the error of Calvin itself, against which he so vehemently 
inveighs; as will be plain to any one who considers the 
matter closely. I wish, however, that at this point, out of 
reverence for this most august mystery, both sides alike would 
now at length abstain altogether from scholastic trifling, and 
that we might all, with holy simplicity of faith, embrace the 
doctrine: of the Catholic Church, which lays down that the 

Son is “God of God, Very God of Very God.” 
10. For the rest, the objection which one writer 


* {In this case also Petavius is not thon,asmay beseen by referring to Enar. 
faithful in citing the words of Melanc- Symb. Nic., vol. i., Op. p. 398.—B. ] 
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has advanced ‘, that Origen, in his third book" against 800k 1v. 
Celsus, (a passage which we have already* quoted,) calls $9, “0. 
the Son avrosodgia, avroadnGelia, aitodixaocvvyn, (very Wis- [700] 
dom, very Truth, very Righteousness,) is of no weight what- 
ever. For it is certain that in these words the prefix! avr6' prono- 
only means the veriest® trueness of the thing, not the cause 2 ipsissima, 
or origin; so that Origen intended nothing more, than that 
the Son is the veriest®, that is, the most perfect Wisdom, ? ipsissima. 
Truth, and Righteousness, such as the Father Himself is; at 
the same time not denying, that the Son received all these 
perfections of the Divine Nature from another, that is to 
say, from His Father. For thus the same Origen in another 
passage designates Christ, not only as avrocodia (very Wis- 
dom), but also as avroutds (very Son), in his commentary on 
John, tom. xxxii.’, where it is manifest that He is called 
avroutos, not as being Son of Himself, (for what could be 
more absurd than such an expression?) but as being the veri- 
est‘, that is, the true, genuine, and real® Son of God. In this ‘ ipsissi- 
sense Athanasius, likewise, in a passage which we have also" 

. germa- 
quoted above’, applies the same words to the Son of God; nus. 
and in this sense no Catholic would deny that the Son both 
may and ought to be called avrofecés, that is to say, true 
and veriest God. Hence, even Eusebius, who (if any one) 
acknowledged the subordination of the Son to the Father, as 
to His origin and principle, yet still did not hesitate to 
declare, that the Saviour®* is “ worshipped, and rightly wor- 
shipped, as the genuine Son of the supreme God, and avro- 
Oeds (very God).” Where by the word avro@eos, is clearly 
meant, not one who is God of Himself*®, but one who is truly ¢ a seipso 
God; as may be gathered both from the fact that it is the Deus. 
Son of God, who is here called airo@eds, as well as from the 
fact that in the same breath the Father is designated the [701] 
supreme God’; as also from the word avro@eos being mani-? 708 xa- 
festly used as explanatory of the preceding expression, “ the bédov @cod 
genuine Son;” and, lastly, from what follows in the same Deus., 


* Chamier. Corp. Theolog. iii. 19. p. ® ofa Tov KabdAou @eod ratda yvho.ov 
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570 Origen and Eusebius by avrodeos mean “ truly God.” 


Oration. For a little after, having spoken of the kingdom 
and supreme dominion of our Saviour, Eusebius says?, “ For 
what was there that could stand against the will of the 
Word, [who is] universal King, and universal Ruler, and 
God Himself (atrod @eod)?’? the Son, that is, is called 
by Eusebius avrofeds, as being avros @eds, truly God, 
or God Himself. Perhaps, however, it may be worth 
while, in passing, to quote the note of the distinguished 
Valesius on this passage’; “This place,” he says, “ ought 
especially to be observed, since in it Eusebius calls Christ 
avroGeds, that is to say, in Himself! and truly God. For, 
in my judgment, this single passage is sufficient to refute all 
the calumnies of those who have supposed that Eusebius 
was infected with the stain of Arian doctrine.” The learn- 
ed father, then, is abundantly cleared from the charge of 
Arianism by those very marked testimonies, which. we 
quoted! from him above. But I return to Origen. He 
affirms in express terms that the Father alone can and 
ought to be called avro@eds, that is, of Himself God. See 
his commentary on John, tom. ii.*, where he thus replies to 
those who, to avoid the appearance of denying one God, 
maintained, either that the Father and the Son were the 
same Person, or that the Son was different im essence from 
the Father’; “For we must say to them, that God (6 @eds, 
with the article,) is then indeed avtodecos (i.e. of Himself 
God); wherefore also the Saviour, in His prayer to the 
Father, says, ‘that they may know Thee, the only true God;’ 
and every thing except that which is avro@eds, is made God by 
a participation of His Godhead.” At the same time in this 
very passage Origen explicitly condemns‘ “ those who deny 
the divinity of the Son, and make His property and peculiar 
substance’ to be different from that of the Father.” Origen‘, 
therefore, acknowledged that the Father and the Son are 
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¢ In notes on Eusebius, p. 191.. 

4 See above, iii. 9. 11. 
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of the same substance, and, consequently, that the Son is soox 1. 
true God equally with the Father; this, I say, he acknow- 510.1. $1. 
ledged in the same breath with which he pronounced that ———— 
the Father alone could be called avro@eos; so that it wag 
without reason that Petavius carped at this view of Origen. 
Consult Huet, if you will, on this passage; we must proceed 
to other subjects. 


CHAPTER ITI. [703 ] 
258 


THE SECOND PROPOSITION STATED AND CONFIRMED, WHEREIN IT IS SHEWN, 
THAT THE ANCIENTS TAUGHT WITH ONE CONSENT, ON THE ONE HAND, 
THAT GOD THE FATHER, IN THAT HE IS HIS ORIGIN AND PRINCIPLE, IS 
GREATER THAN THE SON; AND ON THE OTHER HAND, THAT IN RESPECT 
OP NATURE THE SON IS EQUAL TO THE FATHER. 


1. We have, I think, shewn clearly enough, in the preced- 
ing chapter, that the ancients agreed in acknowledging the 
subordination of the Son unto the Father as unto His origin [704] 
and principle; now, with the view of shewing what the same 
writers taught in consequence of this, I propose to illustrate 
and confirm the following proposition. 


THE SECOND PROPOSITION. 


_ Tue catholic doctors, both those who preceded, and those 
who lived after, the Council of Nice, with unanimous con- 
sent determined that God the Father, even in respect of His 
Divinity, is greater than the Son; that is to say, not in 
nature indeed, or in any essential perfection, as being in 
the Father, and not in the Son; but in authorship alone, 
that is to say, in origin; forasmuch as the Son is from the 
Father, not the Father from the Son. . 


In this proposition we assert two things; first, that the 
ancients laid down that God the Father, even in respect of 
Godhead, is greater than the Son ; secondly, that they taught, 
nevertheless, that the Father is greater than the Son, only 


572 Justin M. taught that the Son is second 


on THE a8 regards origin, but that in respect of nature Both are 


SUBORDI- 


nation op CdUal. We will shew that the ancients taught both these 

tHe son. doctrines with consentient voice, beginning with those fathers 
who wrote before the Arian controversy. 

Just 2. Of these Justin, who was well-nigh the earliest of them 

MaRTYR. a1], manifestly lays down a certain order, and, as it were, 

degrees of dignity, in the most Holy Trinity. For in the 

Apology, called in the ordinary editions the Second‘, he 

says, that Christians “do with reason worship the Son of 

God, holding Him in the second place.” And immediately 

after, he says again, “that the Christians rightly assign to 

Jesus Christ “the second place after the unchangeable and 

[705] ever-existing God and Parent of all.’ In the same Apo- 

logy he also writes®; “‘ Now after God the Father and Lord 

of all, the first power, and the Son, is the Word.” Parallel 

to this is the passage in the same Apology®, in which he 

calls the Son “The Power next after the first God.” Lastly, 

in his dialogue with Trypho', he designates the Son as 

‘God, who is the Minister of God the Maker of all things.” 

Yet the same Justin elsewhere, namely in his epistle to 

Diognetus, distinctly denies that the Son of God is a Minis- 

1 Senpérny. ter’, calling Him Himself the Maker and Creator of all things. 

You will find the remarkable passage quoted at length in 

book ni. 4. 7. [p..146.] But how, you will ask, can these 

things be reconciled? My answer is, easily. When the Son 

is said to be the next and second after the Father, and the 

Minister of the Father, the subordination of the Persons is 

expressed, so far forth as One has His origin from the Other, 

not any difference or inequality of nature in the Divine Per- 

sons. The Father, as Father, is first in the most Holy 

Trinity, the Son is second after the Father. In all the 

divine operations the Son is the Minister of the Father, in 

22Deo that He works from’ God the Father, (who is the fountain 
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and origin, as of the [Divine] Essence, so also of all the Divine ook 1v. 
operations,) and God the Father [works] through! Him; “1.2. 
not God the Father from Him, or He through the Father. josrin us. 
Accordingly, Clement of Alexandria, than whom no one en-! per ip- 
tertained more catholic views on this article [of the faith], “""” 
yet did not hesitate to write thus respecting the Son of 

God*: “Every operation of the Lord is to be referred to 259 
the Almighty, and the Son is, so to speak, a kind of opera- 

tion of the Father.” At the same time Justin, in most of [706] 
those places, where he calls the Son the Minister of the 
Father, has respect to that dispensation which the Son Him- 

self voluntarily undertook, not for the first time from 

His incarnation, but from the very fall of man, to procure 

the salvation of mankind, as I shall shew hereafter. Yet 

does he with good reason deny that the Son is the Minis- 

ter of God the Father, in respect of that same Divine Nature, 

which He has in common with the Father, though commu- 
nicated from the Father; that is, so far forth as He is not 

one of the creatures of God, which are said, in the proper 

sense of the words, to minister to and to serve the supreme 

God, but is very God equally with the Father. With good 

reason also does he designate the Son Himself equally. as the 

Father, the Maker and Creator of all things; so far forth as 
—although it was from the Father that He received His 

Divine Nature and omnipotence, yet—He created the uni- 

verse by power and omnipotence not of another, but His 

own, that is, innate in Him? and natural [to Him]. Some *sibiinsita. 
indeed of the ancients have even said, that the Father made 

this world by His Son, as by an instrument, but they meant, 

no doubt, as Grotius has somewhere well observed, not an 
extraneous, but a con-natural instrument. Hence Irenzus 
affirmed that the Son! was the Minister of the Father even 

in the very creation of the world; though he, if any one, 
acknowledged the equality of the Father and the Son con- 

sidered in respect of nature, as I have already clearly shewn, 

and shall soon shew again still more clearly. The whole 
subject is fully and accurately embraced in a few words, by 
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Justin himself, in another place, namely, in his Dialogue with 
Trypho™; where, on that passage of Genesis, ‘The Lord 
rained' fire from the Lord out of heaven,’ he thus comments; 
‘‘The prophetic word intimates that there were Two in num- 
ber; One being on earth, who says that He had come down 
to see the cry of Sodom; the Other being in the heavens, who 
is the Lord even of the Lord on the earth, as being [His] 
Father and God®, and [as being] to Him the eause (of His 
being, and)? of His being both mighty, and Lord, and 
God.” In this short sentence, I say, we have presented to 
us a key, wherewith to open the meaning of Justin in those 
passages in which he seems to speak less honourably of the 
Son of God. He teaches here, that God the Father is the 
God and Lord of His Son. But how? Even so far forth as 
He is the fountain of Godhead, and the cause of being to the 
Son. But yet, in the same breath, he no less openly teaches 
that the Son is God, and Lord, equally as the Father ; in other 
words, that the Father gave unto the Son to be what Him- 
self is, even [to be] God and Lord. The Son therefore is 
less than the Father as respects causation’, but the Son is 
equal to the Father as respects nature‘. The Son is God 
and Lord equally as the Father, and in this alone does the 
Son differ from the Father, that He is God and Lord, from a 
Father [who is] God and Lord; that is, although He be God 
of God, yet is He true God of true God, as the Council of Nice 
itself defined. And that this was the very mind of Justin (ifin 
words so express there can any how appear to any one to be 
any thing obscure) we conclude yet more cértainly from 
this, that, in the words immediately preceding, in describing 
the generation of the Son from the essence of the Father, he 
had said that the Son was begotten of the Father, not by 
division of the essence of the Father, but by simple commu- 
nication, such as is between the fire which kindles and that 
which is kindled. The kindled fire is just the same in 
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nature with that from which it is kindled, as Justin himself 00x 1v. 
elsewhere® expressly reminds us, and differs from it in in 2. 3.. 
nothing except that it is thus communicated. Thus, as is Jysqin M. 
clear, the Son is true Divine Light equally as the Father; and 

in no respect is He inferior to Him, except in that He is 

Light of Light, as again the Council of Nice decreed. And 

indeed, to suggest this once for all to my reader, whosoever 
acknowledges the Son to be of one substance! with the } épootco». 
Father, (which, as I have shewn above, Justin and all the 
primitive fathers without exception did acknowledge,) he 

does thereby as a consequence necessarily confess that the 

Son is, as respects nature, equal to the Father. For how, I 

pray, can any one believe that the same Divine Nature is 
common to the Son with the Father, who supposes that the 

Son lacks any one essential property of the Divine Nature, 

and on that: account is inferior to the Father? Since Christ 

is the Son, and the true Son, of God, that is, begotten of the 

very essence of the Father, He must necessarily be equal to 

Him that begat Him, as respects nature; that is, in those 

things which belong? to the Father in that He is God. It is * compe- 
the very same which we observe in the propagation of all funt. 
living creatures, and specially of men; for all men are as 

to their nature alike and equal, and differ only in acci- 

dents; and these are not incident to the Divine nature. 

‘Nay, further, no substance admits of more and less: but 
amongst things which admit not of more and less, there 

cannot possibly be any question about dissimilarity or greater 

or less perfection. But this by the way. From Justin I pass 

on to other fathers. 

3. Irenzus, book ii. chap. 49”, expressly pronounces the Irenzus. 
Father to be greater than the Son; “The Lord,” he says, 260 
“is the only true Teacher, so that we may learn through 
Him that the Father is over all things. For ‘My Father,’ [709] 
He says, ‘is greater than I.’” I have, however, already2 
shewn that the holy writer in that place referred especially 
to the human nature of Christ. _But in book iii. chap. 8', he 
states that the Father commanded the Son to create the 
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world; and in book iv. chap. 17.‘ he says that the Son 
“ministers to the Father in all things ;” words which mani- 
festly imply a certain pre-eminence of the Father over the 
Son, even so far as He is most properly the Son of God. Yet 
the same Irenzus elsewhere (namely, in book iv. chap. 8.") 
says that ‘the immeasurable Father is measured in the Son, 
for the Son is the measure of the Father, since He also con- 
tains! Him.” In which passage, as we have already* abun- 
dantly shewn, there is clearly declared equality, in respect of 
nature, between the Father and the Son. Consequently, ac- 
cording to Irenzeus, the self-same Son, who, with respect to 
His origin from the Father, and the economy which He 
undertook, is less than the Father, is equal to Him in regard 
of that Divine Nature, which He has in common with the 
Father; so, I mean, that He wholly contains and compre- 
hends the immeasurable Father Himself, how great soever 
He be. Likewise in that remarkable passage, in book ii. 
chap. 43%, where he institutes a comparison between the 
Word and created beings, he distinctly notes this principal 
difference, that no creature is equal to his Creator, that is, 
to God the Father; clearly intimating by this very state- 
ment that the Word and Son of God is altogether equal to 
God the Father. The reader will find the passage of Irenzeus 
quoted entire, book ii. 5, 5. [p. 167.] But why say so much? 
Let any one who doubts on this matter read Irenzeus ni. 24." 
In that place the holy man is wholly engaged in shewing, 
against the Valentinians, that it cannot be maintained, with- 
out extreme absurdity, nor without blasphemy, that the Word 
was put forth imperfect from the perfect Father. In the 
same place he sharply rebukes those same heretics, who, 
though they laid down that their Mind [Nus] was a perfect 
zon, and altogether equal to the Father of all, did yet be- 
heve that the Word, the offspring of Mind, was imperfect, 
and made lower, as the translation expresses it, in demino- 
ratione positum. Of the many statements in that chapter 
which bear on this point, we will here cite these few*: “ For 
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He who is the Father of all except Mind,” he says, “is not, soox 1v. 
as we have already shewn, as it were a kind of compounded are 
animal, but Mind is the Father, and the Father is Mind. Ipenxus. 
It necessarily follows, therefore, that He also who is from 

Him, the Word, nay rather that Mind itself, seeing It is 

the Word, be perfect and impassible.”’ And again he writes ; 

“Tt is not therefore [the case] as they teach, that the Word, 

as though holding the third [place in the] order of genera- 

tion, was ignorant of the Father. For in the case of the gene- 

ration of men, indeed, this will perhaps be thought some- 

what probable’, in that they are often ignorant of their ! verisimi- 
parents; but in the Word of the Father it is absolutely im- tins. 
possible.” Afterwards in the same passage he confidently 
pronounces that they are “blindly going round and round 

the Truth, away from right reason, so far as to affirm that 

the Word was produced unto degradation.” It is therefore 

more than certain, that Irenzus held the equality between 

God the Father and His Word,.or Son, as respects the 

nature of both. _ 

4. Clement of Alexandria, in a passage from his Strom., Crem. 
book vii., which we have already quoted in book ii. 6. 6, [p. ““=™ 
187, 188,] is thought by some” to have taught that the Son 
of God is the next power after His Father. The same Cle- 
ment, however, Pedag. i. 6, (and this passage also bas been 
already quoted, [p. 184,]) calls the Son “The perfect Word, 
born’ of the perfect Father ;” that is, a Son not inferior to* natum. 
His Father, by whom He is begotten, in any kind of perfec- 
tion. But he speaks yet more expressly, in a passage which 
also we have already quoted, from his Admonition to the [711] 
Gentiles*: “The divine Word, who truly is the most manifest 
God, made equal to the Lord of all; because He was His 
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Son, and [because] the Word was in God.” Observe! the 
Word, or Son of God, whom in respect of origin He had in 
another place declared to be next unto, and second to, the 
Father, he here expressly pronounces to be made equal to the 
Father; and that too on the ground that He is His Son, that 
is, begotten of Him, and of the self-same nature and essence 
with Him; and because the Word is in God, that 1s to say, 
subsists in the Divine Essence itself, in which is nothing im- 
perfect. It is, however, to be especially observed, that Cle- 
ment, in the same breath, as it were, in which he lays down 
that the Son is equal to the Father, yet recognises a certain 
pre-eminence and prerogative of the Father over’ the Son, in 
that he calls the Father the Lord of all. We are to under- 
stand that God the Father is called by way of distinction? the 
Lord of all, because He is the cause and origin, not only of 
all creatures, but also (although in a different way’) even of 
His Son Himself; of the latter, that is, He is the cause by 
eternal generation out of His own essence itself; of the former, 
by a production out of nothing, which took place in time. 
Saving, therefore, this prerogative of the Father, that He is the 
Father and origin of all that is, (rot dvros‘,) Clement teaches 
that the Son is equal to Him; forasmuch, that is, as He has 
the same Divine Nature in common with the Father. But 
strange indeed 1s the answer which Sandius makes to this re- 
markable passage of Clement, “‘ It appears,” he says, ‘to be 
corrupt.” Is it so indeed? Let Sandius then produce even 
one single manuscript in which the passage is read other- 
wise? He cannot. But, as is plain, the sophist is prac- 
tising his old device. Whenever he is pressed by the testi- 
mony of any ancient writer, the force of which he cannot 
elude in any other way, his custom is to cut the knot which 
he is unable to untie; unblushingly asserting, in spite of the 
consent of all MSS. to the contrary, that the passage is cor- 
rupt, that the author thought and wrote otherwise. But 
who gave to the trifler this authority over ancient authors, 
to reject as spurious whatever in them is displeasing to 
him? ‘ But,” he says, “it appears to be corrupt, from the 
reason which is alleged, for Clement immediately subjoins, 
Because He was His Son. From which reason it was natural 
for Gentiles to deduce a conclusion quite opposite; for it 


and, in the Godhead, coeternity ; against Sandius. 579 


had never entered into their minds, to suppose that the soox tv. 
Son was equal to, and coeval! with, the Father.” But for eed. 
what purpose did Sandius add here the words “and coeval cuex, 
with?” For the word does not occur in the passage cited, At#*- 
nor is Clement in that place treating directly of the co- * cosvam. 
eternity of the Son, (that he asserted in other passages, 

which we have elsewhere adduced,) but rather of His being 

equal in nature to the Father; which he infers most cor- 

rectly from His being the true and genuine Son of the Father, 
begotten of His substance, and subsisting in Him. This in- 
ference, I say, is by universal consent firm and solid. For, 

as I remarked a little before, a human father and a human 

son are alike, and entirely equal in respect of the self-same 
human nature which is common to -them both. But if 
Clement had concluded from the same reasoning that the 

Son is likewise coeval with the Father, he would not have 

been wide of the mark. The co-eternity of the Son neces- 

sarily follows from His consubstantiality, as we have shewn 

in another place®. For although in the case of mankind it 

is necessary that the son should be posterior to his father in 

point of time, reason itself teaches us that it must be laid 

down to be wholly otherwise in the case of God. No Person, 

who was not before in being, can begin to exist of and in the 

Divine Essence itself, consistently with the unchangeableness 

of the Divine Nature. But that God is unchangeable, is the 
common sentiment’ of all mankind. Therefore, if the Son [713] 
be the true and genuine Son of God the Father, that is, "07 
having His origin of the substance of the Father, and sub- 
sisting in Him, it necessarily follows that He must be not 

only equal in nature to the Father, but likewise co-eval and 
co-eternal with Him. Sandius, at last, thus concludes his 

reply, “I do not see,” he says, “in what way Clement could 

make the Son equal to the Father, when he calls Him the 

‘ minister of the Father’s will.’’?’ However, if Sandius did not 

yet see this, when he wrote that, he may now at length see 

it, from what we have said in this chapter. Indeed, to speak 
frankly, the arguments of the Enucleator, both here and in 

what follows, savour of one who is not only estranged from 
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the Catholic faith, but also destitute of right judgment. May 
God bring him to a more sound mind‘. 

5. After Clement we must place Tertullian; who, in seve- 
ral passages, manifestly attributes to the Father a superiority 
over the Son, as is known to almost all, through [the writings 
of] Petavius, Sandius, and others; so that I should waste 
both time and trouble in citing the passages themselves. 
But the same Tertullian—a point on which these writers 
have generally remained silent—does also often, and that no 
less openly and expressly, lay down that the Son is in nature 
equal to the Father. For instance, in book iv. of his Treatise 
against Marcion, chap. 258, he teaches, that “the Father 
delivered all things to Him who is not less than Himself— 
to the Son: all things, [I say,] which He created by Him.” 
Sandius’ reply to this passage deserves rather to be laughed 
at than answered. He looks out for difficulties where none 
exist’. The same Tertullian expressly declares, that the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are not only of one 
substance, but also [of one] power; that all the names and 
attributes of the Father belong also to the Son; that the Son 
is on a par’ with God the Father; that God the Father and 
the Son are joined and made equal*. These express passages, 
which allow of no escape, we have already adduced, in book 
1. 7. 4. [p. 198, 199.] To these passages, however, you may 
add the following: Tertullian, in his Treatise on Chastity, 
chap. 214, acknowledges, as we have before observed, “a 
Trinity of One Godhead, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost.” By these words he evidently meant to signify, that 
all the Three Persons of the Godhead are by nature alto- 
gether equal. For thus he expresses himself in. chap. 7.' of 


his Treatise against Hermogenes; “Nor shall we approxi- 


mate to the opinions of the Gentiles, who, if at any time 
they be forced to confess God, yet will have other gods below 
Him. The Godhead, however, has no gradation, for It is 
only one*.’” And presently afterwards, he says", “The God- 
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head can in no case be less than Itself.” Accordingly, in .B0ox rv. 
chap. 18. of the same Treatise, he expressly teaches that “4 5 
God from eternity had His Wisdom co-existent with Him- Terrut- 
self, as being! “not set under Him, nor in state! different ('4™ 
from Him.” Here he manifestly infers that Wisdom, or mat 
the Son of God, is equal and on a par with God, whose 
Wisdom He is, from this, that He is not different from Him 

in state, that is, is of one substance’ with Him. When, 2 bpo0dc00s. 
therefore, in his Treatise against Praxeas, chap. 2™, Tertul- 

lian says that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are 

three, “not in state but in gradation,” he altogether means 

by gradation, order, but not greater or less Godhead. For 

whom he acknowledges to be three in gradation, Them he 

denies to be different in state. But with Tertullian, as we 

have seen, for a thing not to be different from another in 

state, means, not to be set under? it, but to be on a par and » subditam. 
equal to it. Hence in the same passage, presently after, he 
expressly says, that the three Persons of the Holy Trinity are 

all of one power; and consequently that no One of Them is 

more powerful or excellent than Another. Therefore the [715] 
Godhead “has no gradation,” that is, “is in no case less than 

Itself,”’ as Tertullian distinctly explains himself; yet there are 
gradations in the Godhead, that is, a certain order of the 
Persons, of whom One derives His origin from Another; in 

such wise that the Father is the first Person, existing of 
Himself; the Son second from the Father, whilst the Holy 

Ghost is third, who proceeds from the Father through the 262 
Son, or from the Father and the Son. It is therefore with- 

out just ground that certain learned men have charged Ter- 

tullian with holding the heresy of Apollinaris, who main- 

tained that in the divine Persons there are “ gradations 

of dignity,” (BaQpovs trav afiwpatwyr, as the Greek theolo- . 
gians express it;) and as Theodoret states", that in the 
Trinity there were “ great, greater, greatest, the Holy Ghost 

being great, the Son greater, the Father greatest.” Cer- 


Non sibi subditam, non statu di- pa] 7d péya, metfov, péyioroy’ os pe- 
versam.—T[ p. 239. ] ydAou pey byros TOU RvEdpaTos, TOD Bt 
™ [p. 501.] viod pelfovos, peylorou 8& Tov Marpds. 
= (éy évlows 88] Baduobs afiwudrwy —Theodoret. de Heer. fab., £ 107. Liv. 
[dploaro éavrdy S:avopéa rijs Oelas xet- 8. vol. iv. p. 240. ] 
porovhoas vouijs. avrov ydp dori etipe- 


ON THE 
SUBORDI- 
NATION OF 
THE SON. 


1 minorita- 
tem istam. 


[716] 


® doxhy. 


ORIGEN. 


582 Novatian held the equality, with the subordination, of 


tainly the very learned author most openly rejected this wild 
notion. And with Tertullian agrees Novatian, or the writer 
of the Treatise on the Trinity, inserted among the works of 
Tertullian; for he likewise, whilst he maintains that the Son 
is less than the Father, so explains himself, as to refer that 
being less [of His]! (80 to call it) to the relation of origin 
alone. His words are express in chap. 81°: “The Son,” he 
says, “ must needs be less than the Father, because He knows 
that He is in the Father, having an original, because He is 
begotten.” With respect however to the Divine Nature 
Itself, the same author plainly teaches that the Father 
and the Son are one. For towards the end of chap. 28, in 
explaining the words of our Lord to the Jews, ‘I and the 
Father are one,’ he thus writes’; “Thus with regard to the 
charge of blasphemy, He calls Himself the Son, not the 
Father; with respect, however, to His own divinity, by say- 
ing, ‘I and the Father are one,’ He proved that He is the Son 
and also God. Therefore He is God, but yet in such a way 
as to be the Son, and not the Father.” The author’s mean- 
ing is plain; Christ, in His discourse to the Jews, preserved 
unimpaired both the pre-eminence” and prerogative of the 
Father, and at the same time His own true divinity, equal to 
that of the Father ; the former, in that He acknowledged the 
Father, but confessed Himself to be the Son; the latter, by 
saying that He and the Father are one. Whence the author 
infers, that the Son is very God, equally with the Father, 
with this only difference, that the one is the Father, the 
other the Son. 

6. Origen, in book 8. of his work against Celsus, of set 
purpose maintains this prerogative of the Father in com- 
parison with the Son’; ‘But suppose it to be the case,” 
he says, “as [may be expected] in a numerous body of per- 
sons who believe, and admit of difference of opinion, that 
some from their precipitancy put forth [the view] that our 
Saviour is the God who is over all; still we do not say any 
such thing, [we] who believe Him when He says, ‘ The Father, 


P Necesse est ut hic minor sit,dum _sius, Ego et Pater unum sumus dicendo, 
in illo esse se scit, habens originem, Filium se esse et Deum probavit. Deus 
quia nascitur.—{ p. 729. ] est ergo, Deus autem sic, ut Filius sit, 


- 4 Ita quod ad crimen blasphemiz non Pater. —[p. 722. 


pertinet, Filium se non Patrem dicit; r (§ 14. p. "752, quoted above, p. 
quod autem ad divinitatem spectet ip- 250, note r.] 
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the Son. Origen taught the same doctrine. 


who hath sent Me, is greater than I*.’”” He is, as we have 300K w. 
already observed, reflecting on the Noetians, who said that 55,6. 
our Saviour is God the Father Himself, who is called the Lord on;cun, 
of all. In opposition to them he shews, that our Saviour 

is in such wise another than the Father, that He is in a cer- 

tain way’ even less than He. And this profession of his he ' ratione. 
delivers as the common doctrine of the Church, classing those 
who taught otherwise among the heterodox. A little after in 
the same book, when Celsus alleges against the Christians, as 
their common received view, the heretical doctrine of Marcion, 
who taught that Jesus, who is from God the Father, is superior 
to God the Creator of the world, (as we learn from Irenzus, 
1. 29°, Justin Martyr, Apol. ii. p. 70°, Tertullian against 
Marcion, i. 14, and Theodoret, book i. on the Fables of the 
Heretics, on Marcion*,) he thus replies’, “For we, who say 
that the sensible’ world also is His who made all things, dis- ? aicdyriy. 
tinctly affirm,” (for so must Origen’s Greek be translated, 

not as Gelenius has rendered it, not at all understanding 

the meaning of the passage,) “that the Son is not mightier 

than the Father, but inferior to Him. And this we maintain, 
persuaded by Him who said, ‘the Father, who sent Me, is 

greater than I.’” Lastly, this same Origen, in his fifth book 

against Celsus’, calls the Son, “the second God” (roy dev- 

tepov @edv). Notwithstanding, this very Origen himself 
manifestly teaches, in more than one place, that the Son is 

equal to and on a par with the Father. For in his sixth 

book against Celsus, when the Epicurean makes the Chris- 

tians say, that “because God is great and difficult to con- 
template, therefore He sent His own Spirit into a body like 

ours, and sent Him down to us, that we might be able to 

hear and learn of Him,” Origen answers him as follows®; 

“ According to our doctrine not the God and Father of all 

alone is great, for He has imparted of Himself and His 
greatness to the Only-begotten and First-born of every 
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creature; in order that He being the image of the invisible 
God, may even in His greatness preserve the image of the 
Father. For it is not possible that there should be, so to 
speak, a proportionate and beautiful image of the unseen 
God, unless it represent the image of His greatness also.” 
Here you see, that [very] Origen, who elsewhere says that 
the Son is less than the Father, expressly affirming in 
this place that the Father communicated even His great- 
ness with the Son, in such wise that the Son entirely cor- 
responds in greatness with His Father. How then may you 
reconcile these statements? The thing is clear; the Son 1s 
less than the Father in respect of His origin, but He equals 
the greatness of the Father, in so far as, being begotten of Him, 
He has the same Divine Nature in common with Him. The 
Son is as great as God the Father; but this very thing, that 
He is as great, He refers to the Father [as] received [from 
Him]. Moreover, the same Origen, in the passage which we 
quoted a little before from the fifth book against Celsus, pre- 
dicates of the Son, that He is “‘ the second God,” in such wise 
as that he expressly subjoins this caution, that it must not 
be understood of any divine perfection, as being in the Father 
and not in the Son. These are his words; “ Albeit, then, 
we call Him second God, let them know, that by the second 
God we mean nothing else than the Power’ which embraces 
all Powers.” Immediately afterwards he calls the Divine 
Person of Christ® “the very Word, and the very Wisdom, 
and the very Righteousness.” Origen then most clearly inti- 
mates, that he and other catholic Christians, in calling the 
Son of God the second God, in no way meant to ascribe an 
imperfect divinity to the Son; but, on the contrary, acknow- 
ledged that the Son is in such sense second God, as that He 
is Himself veriest? God, and not less than He, who is called 
the supreme God, that is, than God the Father, in any per- 
fection of the Godhead ; and, therefore, that the Son is called 
yap éavrod nal rhs peyadedryros TH 


povoyeve: kal mpwroréky mdons Krloews* 
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b n&y Sedrepoy oby Abywpev Cedy, 
Yorwoay Sr: Tov Sebr epov Bedy obK BAXO 
Tt Aéyouev, ® Thy wepiextinhy wacav 


@eov nal ey re peyebe: cdEy Thy eixdva 
rou Tlarpdés. ob ydp oldvre Fy, elvac 
obuperpor, tv oftws dvoudow, Kal Karn 
eixdva tov doparov @eov, wh Kal rov 
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823. [§ 69. p. 684.] 
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second God, on this ground only, in that He is God of God; s0ox rv. 


that is, has His origin from God the Father. In a word, 46.7. 
Origen called the Son second God, in no other sense than Oricen. — 
that in which Basil, in a passage which we shall presently 

quote, called Him second in order from the Father. When, 
however, I read these statements in Origen, how am I grieved 

at those calumniators, who have attributed to this most learned 

and holy father the heresy of teaching “that the Son in com- 
parison with the Father is a very small’ God?!” For, unques- ! perpar- 
tionably, there is scarce any one of the primitive fathers who ""™ 
has rejected this blasphemy more distinctly than he. 

7. Dionysius of Alexandria, in his Replies subjoined to his Dronys. 
Epistle against Paul of Samosata, in the Reply to Quest. 4°, “¢®* 
introduces Christ as thus speaking, in Jeremiah; ‘I, the 
personal, ever-existing Christ, who am equal to the Father in 
respect of the unvaryingness of His hypostasis,”’ [or according 
to the Latin version used by Bp. Bull, “in that I am in no- 
thing dissimilar to Him.”] You may read the whole passage 
quoted also in Greek in book iii. 4. 3. [p. 425.] Now what 
can be clearer than these words? He says expressly that the 
Son is equal to the Father; which he also proves by this rea- 
soning, that the Son is in nothing dissimilar to the Father, 
in other words, has the same Divine Nature in common with 
the Father. And this is the very point which we maintain, 
viz. that the ancient doctors, who preceded the Nicene Coun- 
cil, acknowledged the Son to be in respect of nature equal to 
the Father. Dionysius again, in these same Replies, says‘; 

“This is He, unto whom all things were put in subjection by [720] 
the Father; not being inferior to the Father, He prayed in 
our behalf.” Here he explicitly denies that the Son is inferior 
to the Father. Lastly, in his Apology as quoted by Athana- 
sius, he confesses “the Trinity undiminished,” auetwrov rnv 
Tptada; by this he can mean nothing else than that the God- 
head is not diminished or less in One Person of the most holy 
Trinity than in Another ; but that there is in Each Person en- 
tire, full, and perfect Godhead. See the passage quoted in full 


@ [See above, book ii, c. 9. § 18; f abrds dori @ twerdyn Ta xdvTa 
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in book ii. 11. 5, at the endé. [p. 309".] In hke manner, the 
Creed of Gregory Thaumaturgus distinctly declares the Trinity 
co-equal also, even as co-eternal. For he clearly asserts, “a 
perfect Trinity, not divided nor alien in glory, [and eternity, 
and rule,| and dominion.” And specially as respects the Son, 
the same confession teaches that God the Father is “the Per- 
fect Begetter of the Perfect ;” afterwards it designates the Holy 
Ghost “Image of the Son, Perfect of the Perfect.”” See book ii. 
12.1. [p. 323.] In his panegyric on Origen, which, as all allow, 
is his genuine work, the same Gregory, as he teaches, that the 
Son honours and praises the Father, (which shews alike the. 
pre-eminence of the Father, as the Father, and the economy 
undertaken by the Son,) so does he expressly affirm that the 
Father “ honoured the Son, with a power every way equal to 
His own,” and “that He circumscribed: His own infinite 
majesty in the Son.” See the same book and chapter § 4. [p. 
330.] With this agree the six bishops who wrote an Epistle 
to Paul of Samosata in the name of the whole Council of 
Antioch. These are their express words in that Epistle re- 
specting the Son of God; “Throughout the whole Church 
under heaven is He believed to be God, having humbled! 
Himself from being equal with God; and man also, and of 
the seed of David according to the flesh.” In this place they 
profess that they delivered the consent of the Catholic Church, 
and they interpret the famous passage of the Apostle Paul in 
his epistle to the Philippians 11. 6, just as Catholics at this day 
do. Further, even the Creed of Lucian the martyr, which 
the Arians made so much boast of, distinctly teaches that 
the Son 1s not only God of God, but also “ Whole of Whole,” 
and “ Perfect of Perfect ;’ which words altogether excluded 
that partial and imperfect divinity of the Son, such as heretics 
have dreamt of; see book ui. 13. 5. [p. 844.] Lastly, there 
is an express statement of the same Arnobius, who often 
declares that the Son of God is true and veriest God,—a 
statement which we quoted above'—that “ [one] God, in that 


& Compare my notes on that chapter. K év rH éxxdnolg rH bed roy odpavdy 
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He is God, differs in nothing from another [God]; nor can 
that which is one in kind exist in a less or greater degree in 
its parts, preserving the uniformity of its proper quality.” 
According to Arnobius, therefore, the Son of God, in that He 
is God, differs in nothing from God the Father; nor is there 
more in the Father than in the Son; but in both of these 
Divine Persons there is an uniform Godhead ; that is to say, 
God the Father and the Son are in respect of nature abso- 
lutely equal. For Arnobius thought with Tertullian, that 
“the Godhead has no gradation, and can in no case be less 
than Itself.” Yet the same Arnobius does, in more passages 
than one, designate God the Father the supreme God, in the 
sense, that 1s, which we have often explained. 

8. Thus far we have set forth the views of those of the 
ancients who flourished within the first three centuries; we 
must now proceed to shew that the catholic doctors who 
wrote after the rise of the Arian controversy, and were the 
most resolute defenders of the faith established by the 
Nicene fathers, agreed with them. Alexander, bishop of 
Alexandria, who was the first to repress the heresy of Arius 
as it was springing up, in an Epistle, which he wrote to his 
namesake, the bishop of Constantinople, accurately un- 
folds the catholic doctrine of the pre-eminence of the Father 
compared with the Son in the following words™; “We must 
therefore carefully preserve unto the unbegotten Father His 
own proper dignity, saying that no one is to Him the cause 
of His being. Whilst unto the Son we must assign the 
‘honour that befits [Him], attributing to Him His generation 
from the Father which is without beginning, and, as we said 
before, giving Him worship; only in His case using reverently 
‘and religiously [the expression] ‘He was,’ and ‘always,’ 
and ‘before all ages ;’ not however avoiding the acknowledg- 
ment' of His divinity, but ascribing to [Him who is] the 
Image and Impress of the Father, a likeness? in all respects 


™ obxouy Te pey ayevvir» Marpl 
olxetoy atlwua pudrdaxréov, undéva tov 
elvas abrq@ tov alriov A€yovras. TH St 
vig riv apudfoucay timiy &roveunteoy, 
Ty bvapyov abtg wupa Tov Tarpds yer- 
ynow dvariddyras, kal ds epbdoauer, 
alrg o¢Bas drovépovtes, pdvov edoeBus 


kad evphuws 7d Fv, nal rd del, eal 7d 
mpd aidvwy déyovres én’ abrov rihy 
Heévro. OedryTa avTou p71) raparrovmevot, 
QAAL TH eixdvs Kal TE xapanrips tod 
Tlarpos darnxpiBwouévny éuepeay ware 
advra avatibévres’ rd St ayévynroy TE 
Tlarp) pdvoy iSiwua wapetva: SoédCovres, 


BOOK IV. 
CHAP. II. 
§ 7, 8. 


Dionys. 
ALEX. 


(722) 


1 nh wapas- 
TOUMEVOL. 
* dupéperay. 


ON THE 
SUBORDI-~- 
NATION OF 
THE SON. 


[723] 


1 xpelrresv. 


(724) 


588 SS. Athanasius, Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Chrysostom, 


most exact; but holding that the property of being un- 
begotten belongs only to the Father, seeing that our Saviour 
Himself says ‘My Father is greater than I’” These words 
need no comment; and with Alexander agrees his successor 
in the see of Alexandria, Athanasius, who in his second 
oration against the Arians", in expounding our Saviour’s 
words “The Father is greater than I,” writes thus: “The 
Son did not say, the Father is better’ than I, lest any one 
should conceive that He was foreign to the nature of the 
Father; but He said ‘is greater,’ not indeed in any magni- 
tude nor in time, but on account of His being begotten of 
the Father Himself.” 

9. Basil the Great, in his first book against Eunomius, 
lays open the matter lucidly in these words®: “ For, inasmuch 
as the Son has His beginning from the Father, the Father is 
in this respect greater, as being the cause and beginning; 
wherefore also our Lord said thus, ‘My Father is greater 
than [;’ that is, in that He is the Father. And what else 
does the word Father intimate than this, to be the cause and 
beginning of that which is begotten of Him? But in all 
cases, even according to your own philosophy, substance is 
not said to be greater or less than substance.” Again, in the 
third book, near the beginning’: “‘The Son,” he says, “is 
indeed in order second to the Father, because He is of Him; 
and in dignity, because the Father is the beginning and cause 
of His being.” In like manner Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 
xxxvi.1; “ The being greater belongs to the cause, the equality 
to the nature.” And presently, in the same passage, he 
refutes the interpretation of those who would have it said 
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that the Father is greater than the Son as man, by this sook w. 
reason, which is no despicable argument’; “For to say "¢'s 9, 
forsooth that He is greater than the Son, considered in His” 965 _ 
human nature, is indeed true, but is no great [matter]; for 
- what wonder is it, if God be greater than man?” Lastly, 
he thus writes in his fortieth Oration*®: “ ‘Greater’ is not 
said with respect to the nature, but to the cause, for of 
things that are of one substance none is greater or less 
in [point of] substance.” On which passage Nicetas makes 
this comment, “Since the Son has His cause from the 
Father, in this sense the Father is greater, as being the 
cause. In no way, however, is the essence of the One 
greater or less than the essence of the Other.” Chrysostom 
in Homily Ixxui. on John, says‘, “ But if one say that the 
Father is greater, in that He is the cause of the Son, we will 
not contradict him on this point.” Cyril of Alexandria like- 
wise, in book xi. of his Thesaurus, affirms that the Father 
is called greater, in so far forth as He is the cause; in the 
following words": “Therefore, although the Son with respect 
to His essence is equal to the Father, and like Him in all 
things, He yet calls Him greater, as being without beginning, 
He Himself having a beginning only in that He is of the 
Father’, although He has His existence concurrent with Him.” } xara yé- 
Lastly, John Damascene, in his work on the Orthodox Faith pu ie 
i. 6", says: “ But if we say, that the Father is the beginning the sense 
, . . of origin.” 
of the Son and greater, we do not imply that He is prior’ to s pore. 
the Son, in time or in nature, (for through Him He made the pedew. 
worlds,) or indeed in any other respect, except that of cause ; 
that is, in that the Son is begotten of the Father, not the 
Father of the Son; and that the father is physically the 
cause of the Son.” 
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10. We will now bring forward a few out of many witnesses 
of the Latins. We have already quoted in our last chapter™ 
the words of Marius Victorinus to the same effect, from his 
first book against Arius. Hilary, in his ninth book’, acutely 
explains that passage of John, “‘ My Father is greater than 
I,” in these words: “Is the Father greater'? Certainly the 
Father is greater, seeing that He is the Father; but the 
Son, seeing that He is the Son, is not less. The Son’s being 
begotten” makes the Father greater, and yet the nature of 
begetting’ suffers Him not to be inferior.” And a little before 
he had observed’; “The Father therefore is greater than the 
Son, and plainly greater, to whom [i.e.] He gives to be as 
great as He Himself is; to whom by the mystery of His be- 
getting He imparts to be the image of His own ingenerateness; 
whom He begets of Himself [so as to be] in His own form.” 
Again, in his eleventh book®, “In this that They are in Each 
Other‘, understand the Godhead of [Him who is] God of God; 
but in that the Father is greater, understand it as an acknow- 
ledgment of the Father’s being the Author.” The author of 
the Questions on the two Testaments, which are appended to 
the fourth volume of the works of Augustine, in Question cxxii. 
near the end?, says, ‘in no respect at all does He differ in 
substance, because He is a true Son; He differs however in 
degree, [in respect] of causality, because all power in the 
Son is from the Father: and in substance the Son is not less 
[than the Father], yet in being Author the Father is greater.” 
And Augustine himself asserts, in his treatise De Fide et 
Symbolo, chap. 9, that the Father is said to be greater than 
the Son, not only because of the human nature, which the 
Son assumed, but also because of His eternal generation : he 


x § 4. [pp. 561, 562.] 

y Aut nunquid Pater major non est? 
Major itaque [utique, Bull.] Pater est, 
dum Pater est; sed Filius, dum Filius 
est, minor non est. Nativitas Filii 
Patrem constituit majorem; minorem 
vero Filium esse, nativitatis natura non 
patitur.—[ix. 56. p. 1022.) 

z Major itague Pater Filio est, et 
plane major, cui tantum donat esse, 
quantus ipse est; cui [qui, Bull] 
innascibilitatis esse imaginem sacra- 
mento nativitatis impertit; quem ex 
se in formam suam generat.—(§ 54. 


p. 1020. } 

* In eo quod in sese sunt, Dei ex 
Deo divinitatem cognosce. In eo vero 
quod Pater major est, confessionem 
paterne auctoritatis intellige.—[§ 12. 
p. 1089.] 

> Nihil plane differt in substantia, 
quia verus Filius est; differt autem in 
causalitatis gradu, quia omnis potentia 
a Patre in Filio est; et in substantia 
minor non est Filius; auctoritate ta- 
men major est Pater.—[Vvol. iii. part 2. 
Append. p. 132. ] 
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there says that the words in John are spoken‘ “ partly because soox rv. 

of the ministry of the manhood which He assumed, partly be- § 10,11. 

cause the Son owes to the Father that He is [i.e. His being], 

owing indeed this also to the Father, that He is equal to or 

on a par with the Father; whereas the Father, whatever’ He! quicquid 

is, owes it to no one.”? But why should I thus enumerate “ 

one by one the opinions of individual doctors? The catholic 

council of Sardica, consisting of about two hundred bishops 

of the east and west, (two hundred and fifty according to 

Theodoret,) explicitly delivered the same doctrine in their 

symbolical Epistle’: ‘‘ Nor does any one,” say the fathers, 

“ever deny that the, Father is greater than the Son, not 

[indeed] on account’ of another substance, or on account of ae Be ‘ 

any other difference; but because the very name of the crane 

Father is greater than that of the Son.” eri 
11. This therefore was the uniform view of catholic anti- 

quity, that unto God the Father indeed, as the alone unbe- 

gotten, “ His own proper dignity” (oixeiov dftwua), as we 

just now heard Alexander of Alexandria call it, must be re- 

ligiously preserved ; in such a way, however, as that the true 

Godhead of the Son be not in any degree impaired. For 

it appertains even unto the glory of God the Father, that we 

entertain worthy sentiments respecting His Son; and, on the | 

contrary, that man in reality does an injury and dishonour — 

to the Father, who imagines that He begat an imperfect Son, 

or maintains that there is any diminution in the Divine 

Nature. The former Hilary well sets forth in book iv. of his 

work on the Trinity, in the following words*: “ But being . 266 

about to speak of the most perfect® majesty and most full ® absolu- 

Godhead of the only-begotten Son of God, we do not suppose nesima. 

that any one will imagine that the whole of this discourse, upon 

which we are about to enter, tends to the disparagement of 

God the Father, as though, if any of these things be ascribed 
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¢ [sed illa posita sunt] partim prop- 
ter adininistrationem suscepti hominis 
. .. partim propter hoe quia Filius Pa- 
tri debet quod est; hoc etiam debens 
utique Patri, quod idem Patri zqualis 
aut par est; Pater autem nulli debet 
quicquid est.—[§ 18. tom. vi. p. 159. ] 

4 ob8é Tis dpvetral wore Thy Tlatépa 
Tov viov pelfova’ ob 8 BAANY indota- 


aw, ob 8° BAAnY Siadopdy' add’ srs 
av7d 7d Svoua tov Marpbs petfdy done 
Tov viov.k— Apud. Theodorit. E. H., ii. 
8. p. 82. edit. Valesii. 

¢ Dicturi autem de absolutissima 
majestate et de plenissima divinitate 
unigeniti Dei Filii, non existimamus 
quenquam arbitraturum, omnem hunc 
sermonem, quo usuri erimus, ad Dei 
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to the Son, the dignity of the Father be diminished ; whereas, 
rather, the honour of the Son is the dignity of the Father, 
and the Author is glorious, from whom He, who is worthy of 
such glory, has proceeded. For the Son has nothing but what 
is begotten, and admiration of the honour of that which is 


‘in honore. begotten, is to the honour’ of Him who begat it. The notion 
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2 decore 
subjicitur. 


3 diminu- 
tiva. 
‘ religiosa. 


® cujus to- 
tum habet. 


then of disparagement falls to the ground, when, whatever of 
majesty shall be shewn to be in the Son, shall redound to 
amplify the power of Him who begat such an One.” The 
latter position is no less clearly set forth by Zeno Veronensis, 
or whoever was the author of the discourse ascribed to him‘, 
upon these words, “ When He shall have delivered up the 
kingdom to God, even the Father ;” “The Father,” he says, 
possesses the whole, the Son [possesses] the whole; what 
belongs to Both belongs to One; what One possesses, belongs 
to Each, as the Lord Himself says, ‘All things which the 
Father hath are Mine;’ because the Father abideth in the 
Son, and the Son in the Father. To Him is [the Son] sub- 
ject as is seemly’, by affection not by condition, by love not 
by necessity; He throuhg whom the Father is always honoured. 
Lastly He says, ‘I and My Father are one ;’ the Son, therefore, 
is subject to the Father, not by a disparaging’, but, as I said, a 
dutiful‘ subjection ; together with whom there is retained [by 
Him] one possession of an original and everlasting kingdom, 
one substance of co-eternity and omnipotence, one equality, 
one power of august majesty, one dignity in united light. 
For whatever you take from the Son will go to injure the 
Father, of whom He has the whole’ ; nor is there in Him any- 


Patris contumeliam pertinere, quasi ex 
ejus dignitate decedat, si quid eorum 
referatur ad Filium; cum potius honor 
Filii dignitas sit paterna; et gloriosus 
auctor sit, ex quo is, qui tali gloria sit 
dignus, extiterit. Nihil enim nisi na- 
tum habet Filius, et geniti honoris ad- 
miratio in honore generantis est. Ces- 
sat ergo opinio contumeliz, cum quic- 
quid inesse Filio majestatis docebitur, 
id ad amplificandam potestatem ejus, 
qui istiusmodi genuerit, redundabit.— 
p. 35. [§ 10. p. 832. ] 

f Totum Pater, totum possidet Fi- 
lius; unius est, quod amborum est; 
quod unus possidet, singulorum est; 
Domino ipso dicente, Omnia quecunque 
habet Pater, mea sunt; [et iterum; 


Pater, omnia mea tua sunt, et tua om- 


_nia mea: quia Pater in Filio, et Filius 


manet in Patre. Cui affectu, non con- 
ditione, charitate, non necessitate, de- 
core subjicitur; per quem Pater sem- 
per honoratur. Denique inquit, Ego 
et Pater unum sumus; unde non dimi- 
nutiva, sed religiosa, ut dixi, subjec- 
tione est Filius Patri subjectus ; cum 
quo originalis perpetuique regni una 
possessio, coeternitatis omnipotenti- 
zeque una substantia, una equalitas, 
una virtus majestatis augustz, unito 
in lumine una dignitas retinetur. Si 
quid enim Filio detraxeris, ad Patris, 
cujus habet totum, injuriam pertinebit; 
nec est in illo aliquid, quod sit infe- 
rius; quia sicut Pater, nec plus potest 


Story of the old bishop and the emperor Theodosius. 593 


thing which is inferior; because, like the Father, He can have 
neither more nor less; for the one is infused into the fulness 
of the other; so that the blessed God is all in all, the Father 
in the Son, and the Son in the Father, together with the 
Holy Ghost. Amen.” 

12. This striking passage of Zeno recalls to my memory 
a remarkable story, which may be found in Sozomen, Eccles. 
Hist. vii. 6, with which I shall conclude this chapter. In the 
reign of Theodosius the Great, on the occasion of a visit of his 
to Constantinople, the bishops who were in that city went to 
the palace, as was usual, to salute the emperor; among them, 
it is said, there was a certain old man, the bishop of an ob- 
scure city; simple indeed, and unversed in the business of the 
world, but endued with the understanding of Divine things. 
The other bishops saluted the emperor with all courtesy and 
respect ; and in like manner did the old bishop also salute 
the emperor; but the son of the emperor, who was seated 
with his father, he by no means treated with the like honotr ; 
but coming near him, said to him, as to a boy’, ‘God bless 
thee, my boy,” and began to stroke him with his hand. Upon 
this the emperor being indignant, and resenting it as an injury 
done to his son, in that he had not been treated with equal 
honour to himself, commanded the old man to be thrust out 
with disgrace: but, as they were putting him out, he turned 
and said®, ‘Do you, O emperor, consider that thus is our 
Heavenly Father also angry with those who honour not His 
Son as they honour Himself?, and who presume to say, that 
He is less than He who begat Him.” The holy man in these 
words glanced at the Arians, who, being still numerous, owing 
to the patronage of the emperors Constantius and Valens, 
used to assemble freely, and discuss about God and His sub- 
stance; and persuaded those who favoured their belief at the 
court to make trial of the emperor’s disposition’ ; as Sozomen 
relates at the beginning of the chapter we have referred to. 
The emperor, however, was struck with the words, and re- 


habere, nec minus; alter enim in alte- E oftw 3) vduicov, & BacirAed, Kad 
rius plenitudinem infusus est. Ut sit dy obpdmov warépa dyavaxrely pds 
omnia in omnibus Deus benedictus, obs. dvouoiws toy vidy tiuayTas, Kal 
Pater in Filio, Filius in Patre, cum {rrova roAuavras &woxadciy Tod yey- 
Spiritu Sancto, Amen.—Bibl. Patr., »fhoavros.—[ Socrates, H. E., vii. 6.] 
tom. ii. coll. 424. 


BULL. Q q 


BOOK Iv. 
CHAP. II. 
§ 11,12 


[729] 


! salve, fili. 


2 &vopowws. 


3 animum,. 


ON THE 
SUBORDI- 


594 The early fathers seem to speak as if they thought that the 
calling the bishop, asked his forgiveness, and confessed that 


nation op WHat he had said was true. 


THE SON. 


1 nodus. 


2 immen- 
sam. 


3 cancellis, 


CHAPTER III. 


A FULL ANSWER IS GIVEN TO THE OBJECTION AGAINST WHAT HAS BEEN 
ARGUED IN THE PRECEDING CHAPTBR, DERIVED FROM THOSE PASSAGES 
OF THE ANCIENTS IN WHICH THEY SEEM TO HAVE DENIED THE IMMEN- 
SITY AND INVISIBILITY OF THE SON OF GOD. 


1. Tue testimonies of the ancients, which we have quoted 
in the preceding chapter, respecting the absolute equality of 
the nature of the Father and the Son, saving the pre- 
eminence of the Father in that He is the Father, are indeed 
most clear. Such statements of theirs, on the other hand, as 
seem to be opposed to these testimonies, we have, for the most 
part, noticed and explained, when we were setting forth their 
teaching one by one, respecting the consubstantiality of the 
Son in the second book, and His co-eternity in the third. 
There remains now, if I remember aright, but one difficulty! 
to be solved, and that well worth the trouble. We have re- 
served the solution of it until now, because it does not occur 
in one or two ancient writers only, but runs through the 
remains of nearly all the primitive fathers. I confess that 
this was at one time a stumbling-block to myseif, and there- 
fore I think it my duty to attempt to remove it out of the 
way of others. Nearly all the ancient Catholics, then, who 
lived before the time of Arius, appear not to have been aware 
of the invisible and immeasurable’ nature of the Son of God. 
For they repeatedly speak of the Son of God as if, even in 
His Divine Nature, He were finite, visible, comprehended in 
some definite space, and circumscribed, as it were, by certain 
limits*. For, when they would prove, that He, who in former 
times appeared and spoke to the patriarchs and holy men 
under the Old Testament, being distinguished by the name of 
Jehovah, was the Son of God Himself, they commonly employ 
the following disjunctive argument ; that He who appeared was 


Son was included in a limited space and visible. Justin M. 595 


either the Son of God, or a created angel, or God the Father. 
That it was not a created angel [which appeared] they infer 
from this, that He is called by the Holy Spirit Jehovah and 
God. Again, that it was not the Father they prove from 
this, that He is immeasurable, filling all places, and compre- 
hended in none; and therefore that it were impious even to 
imagine that He Himself had appeared in some definite place, 
or narrow corner of the earth ; as if, forsooth, that very thing 
might be predicated rightly and without danger of the Son 
of God. By a hike process of reasoning they also teach that 
the Son of God is visible. 

2. In this way, certainly, Justin Martyr, almost the earliest 
of the fathers, [argued] in his Dialogue with Trypho *. 
Where, when Trypho denies that the angel who appeared to 
Moses in the burning bush was God Himself, and asserts 
that an angel indeed appeared in the flame of fire, but that 
God, (that is to say, the Father,) conversed with Moses, so 
that in the vision there were then two at the same time, both 
the angel and God, Justin replies thus: “Even if this did 
happen then, my friends, that both an angel and God were 
together in the vision which was made to Moses; as also has 
been shewn to you in the preceding words; [yet] it does not 
follow that it was God the Creator of all things who said to 
Moses, that He was the God of Abraham, and the God of 
Isaac, and the God of Jacob; but He who, as has been 
before shewn to you, was seen by Abraham and. Jacob, 
ministering to the will of the Creator of all things, and 
who in the judgment of Sodom in like manner ministered 
to His counsel and will'. So that, even if it be, as you say, 
that there were two, both an angel and God, still no one, 
who possesses ever so little understanding, will venture to say 
that the Maker of all, and Father, left all above the heavens, 
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and appeared in a narrow portion of the earth.” A parallel 
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similar mode of reasoning is also employed by Theophilus of 
Antioch, in his second book to Autolycus', and in like man- 
ner argue Ireneeus, Origen, and those six bishops who wrote 
the Epistle from the Council of Antioch to Paul of Samosata, 
in passages which we shall quote below. 

8. Among the Latins, again, Tertullian in his Treatise against 
Praxeas, chap. 16“, has the same argument; “ But what a 
thing it is,” he asks, “ that the almighty invisible God—whom 
no man hath seen nor can see, He who dwelleth in light un- 
approachable, He who dwelleth not in [temples] made with 
hands, from before the sight of whom the earth trembles, and 
the mountains melt like wax, who holds the whole world in His 
hand like a nest, whose throne is, heaven, and the earth His 
footstool, in whom is all place, Himself not in place, who is 
the uttermost bound! of the universe, the Most High—that 
He should walk in paradise in the [cool of the] evening in 
search of Adam, and shut up the ark after Noah had entered 
it, and at Abraham’s tent refresh Himself under an oak, &c. 
Surely these things would not have been to be believed 
even of the Son of God, unless they had been written; per- 
haps they would not have been to be believed of the Father, 
even though they were written, [the Father] whom these 
men! bring down into the womb of Mary, and set before 
Pilate’s judgment-seat, and shut up in the tomb of Joseph. 
Their error, then, appears from this; for being ignorant 
that from the beginning the whole order of the Divine ad- 
ministration has had its course’ through the Son, they believe 


1p. 100. [§ 22. p. 365. ] 

k Ceterum quale est ut Deus omni- 
potens ille invisibilis, quem nemo vidit 
hominum, nec videre potest, ille, qui 
inaccessibilem lucem habitat, ille, qui 
non habitat in manu factis, a cujus 
conspectu terra contreiiscit, montes 
liquescunt ut cera, qui totum orbem 
manu adprehendit velut nidum, cui 
celum thronus, et terra scabellum, in 
quo omnis locus, non ipse in loco, qui 
universitatis extrema linea est, ille Al- 
tissimus, in paradiso ad vesperam de- 
ambulaverit, quzrens Adam, et arcam 
post introitum Noe clauserit, et apud 
Abraham sub quercu refrigeraverit? 


&c. Scilicet et hee nec de Filio Dei 
credenda fuisse, si scripta non essent; 
fortasse non credenda de Patre, licet 
scripta; quem isti in vulvam Marie 
deducunt, et in Pilati tribunal impo- 
nunt, et in monumento Joseph conclu- 
dunt. Hinc igitur apparet error illo- 
rum; ignorantes enim a _primordio 
omnem ordinem divinz dispositionis 
per Fihum decucurrisse, ipsum cre- 
dunt Patrem et visum, et congressum, 
et operatum, &c.—[p. 510. ] 

1 [The Noetian or Patripassian here- 
tics, whose views, as held by Praxeas, 
Tertullian is refuting. | 


came down and was seen under the O. T. was the Son. 597 


that the Father Himself was both seen, and held converse, 
and wrought,” &c. He is followed, as usual, by Novatian,; 
or the author of the book on the Trinity, among the works 
of Tertullian, near the end of chap. 25"; “ But if the same 
Moses,” he says, “ every where represent God the Father 
as immeasurable and infinite, not such as to be inclosed in 
space, but Himself inclosing all space; not as one who is in 
[any] place, but rather in whom all place is ; in such wise con- 
taining all things and embracing all things, as that properly! 
He neither ascends nor descends, inasmuch as He does Him- 
self both contain and fill all things; and yet, notwithstanding, 
introduces God as going down to the tower, which the sons 
of men were building, considering, enquiring, and saying, 
‘Come,’ and then, ‘Let Us go down,’ &c., Who will they 
have it, was the God who here came down to the tower, and 
at that time visited and enquired of those men? Was it God 
the Father? Then is He now inclosed in space; and how 
doth He Himself embrace all things? or is it an angel with 
(other | angels who, he says, went down and said, ‘Come,’ &e. 
In Deuteronomy, however, we perceive that it was God who 
spake these words, &c. It was not the Father, therefore, who 
went down, as the fact shews; nor an angel who gave those 
commandments, as the fact proves. It follows then, that He 
descended of whom the Apostle Paul says, ‘He that de- 
scended is the same also that ascended,’ &c., that is, the Son 
of God, the Word of God.” 

4. Who, indeed, but must be utterly amazed at these sur- 
prizing statements of the fathers? Are we to suppose that these 
writers were so dull and inconsistent as to suppose that the 
Son of God, whom they every where else declare to be very 


™ Quod [quid] si idem Moyses ubi- 
que introducit Deum Patrem immen- 
sum atque sine fine, non qui loco clu- 
datur, sed qui omnem locum cludat; 
nec eum, qui in loco sit, sed potius in 
quo omnis locus sit; [sic] omnia con- 
tinentem et cuncta complexum, ut 
merito nec descendat, nec ascendat, 
quoniam ipse omnia et continet et im- 
plet; et tamen nibilominus introducit 
Deum descendentem ad turrim, quam 
edificabant filii hominum, considerare 
quzrentem, et dicentem, Venite, et 
mox, descendamus, &c., quem volunt 
hic Deum descendisse ad turrim illam, 


et homines tunc illos visitare quzren- 
tem? Deum Patrem? ergo jam loco 
clauditur; et quomodo ipse omnia 
complectitur? aut numquid Angelum 
cum angelis dicit descendentem, et di- 
centem, Venite, &c. Sed enim in 
Deuteronomio animadvertimus, retu- 
lisse Deuin hee, &c. Neque ergo 
Pater descendit, ut res indicat; neque 
Angelus ista precepit, ut res probat. 
Superest ergo, ut ille descenderit, de 
quo apostolus Paulus, Qui descendit, 
ipse est qui ascendit, &c., hoc est, Dei 
Filius, Dei Verbum.—[p. 723. ] 
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in His own actual nature visible? Far be it from us to think 
so of men so distinguished. By what clever expedient then, 
you will say, can such words of theirs be set right? I am quite 
of this opinion, that those ancient writers, who have expressed 
themselves somewhat harshly on this subject, stated a view in 
other respects most true, though in a manner unsuitable and 
incorrect. For they were in controversy with adversaries who 
obstinately denied that the Person of the Son is distinct from 
the Father ; and being carried away with too great a desire of 
contradicting these men, they fell into unguarded expressions. 
It will be apparent to any one who looks into the authors them- 
selves, that the words of Justin, Tertullian, and Novatian, 
which we have just quoted in full, are certainly of this stamp. 
But these and the others, whom I have mentioned, did in 
reality mean nothing else by such expressions, than, that the 
Son of God, who is everywhere present with His Father, and 
is in His own nature invisible equally with the Father, was 
yet, by way of an economy’, seen in certain definite places, that 
is, shewed Himself to men by means of certain outward sym- 
bols of His presence, for them to behold Him, when convey- 
ing to them the commands and will of God the Father Him- 
self. But, you will say, if, when those fathers affirm, or at 
any rate insinuate plainly enough, that the Son of God was 
at certain times inclosed in the narrow compass of a definite 
place, and seen by men, they meant nothing else than that 
He exhibited in certain definite places sensible symbols and 
tokens of His presence; why were they so anxious to re- 
move this very thing from God the Father, as if it were un- 
worthy of His supreme majesty? For it would seem that 
God the Father also might have manifested Himself to men 
in exactly the same way, without any lowering of His 
majesty. My answer is, that the primitive doctors were of 
an exactly opposite opinion ; forasmuch as, in their view, God 
the Father never was seen, or could be seen of any man, not 
even through assumed forms. He had not originated from 
any beginning, nor was He subject to any one; nor can He 
be said to have been sent by another, any more than to have 
been begotten of another. On the contrary, the Son of God, 


symbols belongs to the Son, and not to the Father. 599 


in that He is begotten of God the Father, on that ground at 
least is indebted to the Father for all His authority, and it 
is no less honourable to Him to be sent by the Father, than 
to be begotten of the Father. He is of the Father; through 
Him the Father created all things which are in the world; 
moreover through Him He afterwards revealed Himself to 
the world. In the most holy Trinity, although there is no 
disparity of nature between the Father and the Son, yet is 
there certainly a kind of! order, according to which the 
Father 1s the principle and head of the Son; which order 
would be inverted, if the administration of the universe were 
effected by the Son through the Father, not by the Father 
through the Son. To come more closely to the objection 
proposed ; the primitive fathers. used to refer those manifes- 
tations of God which were made to holy men of old, in all 
cases, to the economy or dispensation of human salvation ; 
which dispensation they thought that the Son of God had 
undertaken, not then for the first time when He came in 
the flesh, but from the very fall of the first man, as has 
been shewn above"; but that same dispensation they thought 
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altogether alien from* God the Father. For on the same? alienam 


ground that, in opposition to the Patripassians, the Catho- 
lic Church of Christ ever acknowledged that the incarna- 
tion, which the Son took on Him, became not God the 
Father ; on the same ground those ancients asserted, that 
the manifestations of which we speak, were suited to the 
Son, and not to the Father, inasmuch as they were in reality 
preludes of the incarnation. That this was the very meaning 
of those ancient writers two things prove; first, they all in 
many other passages allow that the Son, as well as the Father, 
is in His nature, indeed, immeasurable and invisible; in the 
next place, most of them do themselves expressly interpret 
those statements of theirs of the economy. We will, how- 
ever, confirm this our answer, by examining individually the 
passages of the ancients which we have adduced, and com- 
paring them with other expressed sentiments of theirs. 

5. Justin Martyr, who in his dialogue with Trypho con- 
tends that the [Divine] Person who appeared to Moses in the 
bush was the Son of God, on the ground that it would be 

™ See i, 1. 12. [p. 24.] 
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on tug absurd to say that God the Father appeared in a narrow 
nariow yp corner of the earth ; as if, indeed, that very statement could 
THE son. without absurdity be made of the Son of God; this same 
[7386] Justin, I say, speaks in other passages with extreme honour 
of this same [Divine] Person. For instance, in his Hortatory 
Oration to the Greeks°, he thus writes: “ For it was fitting, 

I think, that He who was to be the ruler and captain of the 
Hebrew race, should first of all know the [self-]existent 

1qdv bvra. God'. Wherefore having appeared to him first, so FAR As 
Gedy, IT WAS POSSIBLE FOR GOD TO APPEAR TO MAN, He said unto 
éé. him, ‘lam He that Is*”” God, therefore, who spoke to Moses 
out of the burning bush, appeared in no other way than 
became God ; that is, not by passing from place to place, or 

so as to be inclosed within the narrow limits of any place; but 

by framing a visible form and an audible voice, He manifested 
Himself to the holy prophet. A little after in the same pas- 

sage he says, as we have observed already, that that descrip- 

tion, whereby the [Divine] Person who appeared to Moses in 

the bush designated Himself to him, ‘‘I am He that Is,” was 
“suitable to the ever-existent God,” (t@ det dvte Oe@ Tpoo7- 

xe.) No one, however, can doubt that Justin acknowledged 

the ever-existent God to be in His own nature immeasurable 

and invisible. What, therefore, Justin has elsewhere said of 

the Divine Person who was seen by Moses, that He appeared, 
‘‘imclosed, as it were, in a narrow corner of the earth,” must 

be referred to the economy, of which I spoke, that was under- 

taken by the Son. But the same Justin explains the matter 

more clearly in the Apology for the Christians, which is 
entitled the Second?; where he again contends, that it was 

our Saviour, who spoke with Moses out of the burning bush, 

and said, “ Take off thy shoes [from off thy feet], and come 

[737] ear and hear.” Moreover a little after’ he clearly teaches, 
that it was Christ who in His own Person spoke those words, 

“T am He that Is, the God of Abraham,” &c. ‘ What was 
spoken,” he says, “out of the bush to Moses, ‘I am He 

that is, the God of Abraham, and the God of [Isaac, and 


° Het yap, ofua:r, roy kpxovra nal avijvar @cdv,Zpn wpds abrdv, Eve eius 
otparnyoy tov trav ‘EBpalwy yévous 6 &v.—p. 20. [§ 21. p. 22.] 
EcecOat peAAovTa, MpOTov ardvrwy Toy P p. 95. [Apol. i. 62. p. 80.] 
bvra ywookey Oedv? 5 Kal Toit» q +d 5é eipnuevoy ex Barot rq Mwcei, 
mpary pavels, ds hv Suvatovy dvOpanp "Eyé ecius 6 dv, b Geds "ABpady, nal 6 


the Son, being as Son, sent by and ministering to the Father. 601 


the God of Jacob,] and the God of thy fathers,’ is sig- soox 1. 
nificant of this, that though dead they yet remain, and are “"e 5" 
the people! of Christ Himself.” But what kind of manifes- Justin M. 
tation is there, which could possibly have been suitable to ' 4vép0- 
the Son of God, seeing He is the [self-Jexistent, the God of “”” 
Abraham, &c., which yet would be unbecoming to God the 
Father? This difficulty Justin had himself solved in the same 

passage thus; Though Christ, as the genuine Son of God, be 

the ever-existent, and the God of Abraham, &c., equally with 

the Father ; still He is also the Angel’ and Apostle of God the 

Father, as Justin expresses it, appointed by the Father for 

this purpose, of announcing His will to men. In executing 

this office He does nothing unworthy of Himself; for (as 

I said before) it is not less honourable to the Son to be sent 

by the Father, than to be begotten of the Father. These 

are Justin’s words®; “The Word of God is His Son, as we 

said before, and He is also called Angel and Apostle?. For ? axéoro- 
He announces whatsoever is necessary to be known, and is ** 
sent to shew us whatsoever is announced.” That all this, 
however, pertains to the dispensation which the Son of God [738] 
undertcok from the first springing of the Church’, and ful- ? nascente 
filled‘ at last by His incarnation, the blessed martyr shortly comple: 
afterwards‘ intimates explicitly. “This discourse,” he says, vit. 
‘is intended to shew that Jesus Christ is the Son of God 
and the Apostle; being previously the Word, and having ap- 
peared sometimes in the form of fire, and sometimes in the 
likeness of incorporeal beings; and now by the will of God 
having become man for the sake of the human race.” To 9270 
the same effect is an observation which Justin makes, in his 
Dialogue with Trypho, when, after enumerating the names 

and appellations given to our Saviour in the Scriptures, such 

as, The Glory of the Lord, the Son, Wisdom, the Angel, 


@eds "Ioadk, nal 5 @eds laxdB, wal 6 awayyéAAa 87a Set yvwoOFva, Kal 
@eds tév warépwy cov, cnuaytindy tou §=amoaréAAera: pnvicwy baa &yyéAAerau. 
wal dwoOavdvras éexelvous pévew, nal —95. [p. 8]. 
elva: abtotd tov Xpicrod dvOpmrous.— t BAAA eis awdderkiy yeydvacw ode 
p. 96. [§ 63. p. 82.] of Adyot, Sri vids cov wal axdarodos 
* Compare what we have transcribed "lyngots 6 Xpiords éori, xpdérepov Adyos 
below from Novatian, § 8, and from dy, nad év id€q wupds wore pavels, ore 
Hilary, § 14. 3¢ nal dv eixdy: dowudrwr, viv Bt did 
®-§ Adyos 5& rod @eod early 6 vids OcAhparos @cov iatp tov dvOpwwelor 
abrov, as mpodpnuev’ nal &yyedos 5¢ = yévous kyOpwros yerduevos.—p. 96. [p. 
Karecrat, kal GwdoroAos. aitds yap 91.) 


602 It belonged to the Son to be the dispenser of the 


ox tne God, the Lord, and the Word, he immediately subjoins’, 
aveorpl- «For He has all these appellations, both from His ministering 


NATION OF 


tHE son. to the Father’s will, and from His being begotten of the 


Father by [His] will.” Now without doubt he used the 
name Angel in reference to His administering to the 


‘olxovoulay. Father’s will, that is, to the dispensation'; even as [He 


[7389] 


used] the appellations, Glory of the Lord, Son, Wisdom, 
God, Word, [in reference] to His divine generation from the 
Father. Moreover, that Justin acknowledged the omni- 
presence of the Son of God is clear, both from other pas- 
sages and from his own express words in what is usually 
called his First Apology’, “ {He (the Saviour) ] was and is 
the Word, which is existent in all things.” Here he teaches 
that the Word, who is also called the Son of God, permeates 
and pervades, as it were, the whole compass of created nature, 
and is present in all things; and cannot therefore be circum- 
scribed in any place, much less within a narrow corner of the 
earth. For, as it seems, in the same sense God the Father 
Himself also is called in Scripture, He who is “through all 
and in all,” Eph. iv.6. But as regards the Son of God, in 
so far as He is in the most proper sense the Son of God, 
the same Justin thought that so far is He from falling under 
the cognizance of our eyes, that He cannot be comprehended 
by the mind even of man or of angel. For in a remarkable 
passage, which I have already* quoted from his Epistle to 
Diognetus, he calls the Son of God Himself, “the Truth, 
and the holy and incomprehensible Word.” Thus far con- 
cerning Justin. 

6. The matter will appear yet more clear from Irenzus. 
In book iv. 37.¥ he says, “The Word became the dispenser 
of the Father’s grace for the benefit of mankind, on whose 
behalf He wrought so great dispensations, shewing God to 
men, and exhibiting man to God; preserving indeed the in- 
visibility of the Father, that man should not any time become 


a Exes yap wavra mpocovoudtec Oat ex 
TE TOU Swnperetv T@ mwatpik@ BovAnuatt, 
kal éx tov ard Tov Tlarpbs OeAfoe: ye- 
yevjcOa.— p. 284. [§ 61. p. 158.) 

v Adyos hv xal éorw & év wayr) byv.— 
[ Apol. ii. § 10. p. 95.] 

x ii. 4.7. [p. 146.] 

Y Verbuin Dispensator paterne gra- 


tie factus est ad utilitatem hominum, 
propter quos fecit tantas dispositiones ; 
hominibus quidem ostendens Deum, 
Deum (lege Deo, Bull; ita legit, ed. 
Ben.—(B.) et Grab.) autem exhibens 
hominem; et invisibilitatem quidem 
Patris custodiens, ne quando homo 
fieret contemptor Dei, et ut semper 


Father’s grace to mankind, from the time of the fall. 603 


a despiser of God, and that he might ever have somewhat soox rv. 
towards which to make progress; again, on the other hand, "85, .- 
by many dispensations shewing God unto men to be seen of <r 
them, lest man wholly falling away from God should cease to 

be.” In these words he teaches us, as Petavius himself has 
observed, that the Father indeed has never appeared, not 

even under the disguise of an external form; but that the 

Word manifested Himself to the ancients, not indeed in 
Himself, and according to His proper substance, but under 

some image. To this I add that Irenzus here expressly 

says, that, in all the manifestations of God the Father 
through His Word, the Word was made the dispenser of the [740] 
Father’s grace for the benefit of mankind; that is, that all 

the manifestations! of the Son of God pertained, as I have ! émpa- 
said, to that dispensation’, which from the beginning He 2 oh, v0- 
Himself undertook for the salvation of men. Parallel to slay. 
this is the following passage, which is found in the same 
chapter’; ‘Therefore,’ he says, “if neither Moses, nor 
Elias, nor Ezekiel, saw God, though they saw many of the 
heavenly things; and what were seen by them were si- 
militudes of the glory of the Lord and prophetic of things 
future ; it is evident, that the Father indeed is invisible, of 
whom the Lord also said, ‘No one hath seen God at any 
time ;? but His Word, according as He Himself willed, and 

for the benefit of those who beheld Him, shewed the glory 

of the Father, and set forth His dispensations °; as the ° disposi- 
Lord also has said, ‘The Only-begotten God, who is in the tones. 
bosom of the Father, He hath declared Him.’?” And that 

all those appearances of the Son of God, under the Old 
Testament, were preludes, and, as it were, specimens of His 
future incarnation, and had reference to the dispensation 

of man’s salvation, undertaken by the Son, Irenzus himself 


haberet ad quod proficeret; visibilem rum; manifestum est, quoniam Pater 


autem rursus hominibus per multas 
dispositiones ostendens Deum, ne in 
totum deficiens a Deo homo cessaret 
esse.—p. 371. [c. 20. 7. p. 255. ] 

2 Igitur si neque Moyses vidit Deum, 
nec Helias, nec Ezechiel, qui multa de 
celestibus viderunt; que autem ab 
his videbantur, erant similitudines cla- 
ritatis Domini, et prophetiz futuro- 


quidem invisibilis, de quo et Dominus 
dixit, Deum nemo vidit unquam; Ver- 
bum autem ejus, quemadmodum vole- 
bat ipse, et ad utilitatem videntium, 
claritatem monstrabat Patris, et dispo- 
sitiones exponebat ; quemadmodum et 
Dominus dixit, Unigenitus Deus, qui 
est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit.—p. 


372.(§ 11. p. 256. ] 
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604 Ireneus held the Son to be invisible equally with the Father, 


expressly teaches us, in chap. 26.* of his fourth book, saying, 
“It is He Himself, who says to Moses, ‘I have seen, I have 
seen the affliction of My people which are in Egypt, and I 
have come down to deliver them ;’ [viz.] the Word of God, 
who from the beginning was accustomed to ascend and de- 
scend for the salvation of such as were afflicted.” But that 
the Son of God is, in His own nature, invisible equally with 
the Father, the same Irenzus distinctly asserts again, in 
chap. 41. of the same book. For he says that through the 
Christian religion we are taught “ that there is one God, 

‘who is above all principality and dominion, and power, 
and every name which is named,’ and that His Word, being 
by nature invisible, became palpable and visible among men, 
and condescended ‘even unto death, and that the death of 
the cross.’’’ Here also Irenzus (as it may perhaps be worth 
while to observe in passing) in these words, “‘ His Word being 
by nature invisible, became palpable and visible among men, 
and condescended even unto death,” seems to me to have 
certainly had in view the remarkable passage of Ignatius, in 
his epistle to Polycarp*, Irenzeus’s master; in which the apo- 
stolic man calls Christ the Son of God, “ Him who is invi- 
sible, Him who for our sake was visible, Him who is impal- 
pable, Him who is not liable to suffering, Him who for our 
sake became liable to suffering.” You may read the passage 
of Ignatius entire in book iii. 1, 3, of this work, [p. 37].] 
To proceed: in the fourteenth chapter of the aforesaid book 
Irenzus gives a clear exposition of the whole matter, teach- 
ing that the Father, indeed, and the Son are alike incompre- 
hensible by the creatures, [but] equally comprehensible One 
by the Other; but that, nevertheless, every manifestation of 
the Father is made through the Son; accordingly that the 
Father sends, and the Son is sent. His words are these‘; 
‘But forasmuch as from the one God, who both made this 


® Ipse est qui dicit Moysi, Videns nomen quod nominatur ; et hujus Ver- 
vidi vexationem populi mei qui est in bum naturaliter quidem invisibilem, 
fEgypto, et descendi ut eruam eos; ab palpabilem et visibilem in hominibus 
initio assuetus Verbum Dei ascendere factum, et usque ad mortem descendisse, 
et descendere, propter salutem eorum mortem autem crucis.—3879. [c. 24. 2. 
qui male haberent.—[c. 12. 4, p. 241.] pp. 260.] 

» [nova doctrina]... esse... unum © (§ 3. p. 40.] 
Deum, qui est super omnem principatum, @ Sed quoniam ab uno Deo, qui et 
et dominationem, et potestatem, et omne unc mundum fecit, et nos plasmavit, 


but to become visible for us; his clear statements. 605 


world and formed us, and holds together and administers soox rv. 
all things, the Only-begotten Son came to us, summing up! “66.7. 
into Himself what He had Himself formed, my faith in Him Jgengus. 
is firm, and my love to the Father immovable; both being’ recapi- 
given to us by God®. For no one can know the Father un- 
less by the Word of God, that is, unless by the Son revealing 
Him ; nor the Son, without the good pleasure of the Father. 
Now it is the good pleasure of the Father that the Son fulfils, 
for the Father sends; but the Son is sent and comes. And 
the Father indeed—who is invisible and illimitable, so far as 
we are concerned—His own Word knoweth, and though He 
be inexplicable”, yet doth He reveal* Him to us. Again the ? inenar- 
Father alone knows His own Word. But that both these rabilis. 
things are so the Lord has made manifest ; and for this rea- 
son, the Son reveals the knowledge of the Father by the 
manifestation of Himself; for the manifestation of the Son 
is the knowledge of the Father; since all things are mani- 
fested by the Word.” This certainly is a sufficient proof, 
that the views of Irenzeus were perfectly sound and catholic. 
7. But the statements of Clement of Alexandria on this Cremenr 
subject are clearer than light itself*. For he distinctly joins ALEX. 
together the immensity and the omnipresence of the Son of luce. 
God with the dispensation’ which He undertook, in the very § ccono- 
remarkable passage which you may read in his Strom. vii.f; ™@"™ 
« For,” he says, “the Son of God never quits His own watch- 
tower; not being divided nor severed, nor passing from place 
to place; but being every where at every time, and not con- 
tained any where. [Heis] all mind, all light of the Father, all 


eye, seeing all things, hearing all things, knowing all things, 


(742) 


enarrat. 


et omnia continet, et administrat, uni- © Verbum suum solus cognoscit Pater. 


genitus Filius venit ad nos, suum 
plasma in semetipsum recapitulans, 
firma est mea ad eum fides, et immo- 
bilis erga Patrem dilectio, utraque Deo 
nobis prebente. Neque enim Patrem 
cognoscere quis potest, nisi. Verbo Dei, 
id est, nisi Filio revelante; neque Fi- 
lium, sine Patris beneplacito. Bonum 
autem placitum Patris Filius perficit ; 
mittit enim Pater; mittitur autem et 
venit Filius. Et Patrem quidem in- 
visibilem et indeterminabilem, quan- 
tum ad nos est, cognoscit suum ipsius 
Verbum, et cum sit inenarrabilis, ipse 
enarrat eum nobis. Rursum autem 


Utraque autem hec sic se habere ma- 
nifestavit Dominus; et propter hoc 
Filius revelat agnitionem Patris per 
suain manifestationem; agnitio enim 
Patris est Filii manifestatio; omnia 
enim per Verbum manifestantur.—([c. 
6. 2. p. 234. ] 

e (Thus far the words are a quota- 
tion by Irenzus from the book of Jus- 
tin Martyr against Marcion.—B. ] 

f ob yap étioraral wore ris abrod 
wepiwmis 6 vids Tov @eod ob pepiCdue- 
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1 dispositio. 


606 Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, and Novatian : 


by His power searching out the powers. To Him the whole 
host of angels and of gods is subject, [even] to the Word of 
the Father, who has takenS upon Himself the sacred dispen- 
sation, because of Him who has subjected [them to Him.]” 
Observe, he clearly teaches that the Word, or Son of God, is 
not divided nor severed, passes not from place to place, is 
always every where, and no where contained. Nevertheless 
he allows that the Son of God Himself undertook the sacred 
dispensation which the Father laid upon Him; that is to 
say, as well under the Old Testament, when He appeared to 
the prophets and holy men, having assumed either a hu- 
man, or other corporeal appearance, as also especially under 
the New Testament, when, having taken very man into the 
unity of His Person, He conversed with men upon earth. 
Surely nothing can be more explicit than this. That shame- 
less writer, Sandius, however, when he impudently denies, in 
opposition to the testimony of all the MSS., that Clement 
wrote these words", deserves no answer, certainly, but rather 
universal scorn. 

8. We have heard Tertullian, in his Treatise against 
Praxeas, speaking to this effect, that it was the Son, not 
God the Father, who of old appeared to holy men, and in 
the fulness of time became incarnate; because He [i. e. God 
the Father] is invisible, and cannot be included in space; this 
same Tertullian, I say, afterwards, in chap. 23. of the same 
Treatise, expressly teaches us, that this is by no means to 
be understood as implying any disparity in the nature of 
the Father and the Son, since They are inseparable the One 
from the Other, and are Both alike immeasurable and omni- 
present ; but [it is to be understood] of the dispensation, which 
the Son, not the Father, undertook. For on the passage of 
Matthew xvii. 5. he thus writes in the same place!; “ You 
have the Son on earth, you have the Father in heaven; this 
[however] is not a separation, but a divine arrangement. 


vous, SAos pas warpgov, Sros dpOadrpds, 
axdvra épav, rdvra &xovwy, eiShs rdyta, 
Suvduer tas Suvduers epevydv. rovry 
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brordtayvra.—p. 702. [p. 831. ] 


& dvadedeyudvy. [A conjectural e- 
mendation for the common reading, 
avadederynévy.—B. The ancient Latin 
version has suscepit. | 

h See Append. ad Nucl. Histor. 
Eccles., p. 90. 

1 Habes Filium in terris, habes Pa- 
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But we know, that God is even in the bottomless depths’, soox iv. 
and exists every where, but [then it is] by power and autho- “(’7""3"" 
rity; that the Son also, being indivisible [from Him] is every Tertut-_ 
where with Him. Nevertheless in the economy itself, the ''4™ 
Father willed that the Son should be held? on earth, and ahve. 
Himself in heaven; whither the Son Himself also look. * baberi. 
ing up, both prayed, and made supplication of the Father, 
whither also He taught us to raise ourselves up and pray, 
‘Our Father, which art in heaven,’ although He be also pre- 
sent every where.” The case® is the same with respect to the ? ratio. 
divine dispensation which preceded the incarnation of the Son, 

and, indeed, with respect to all those appearances of God which 

took place under the Old Testament. For, as Tertullian him- 

self had very well remarked, in a passage quoted above, out of 

the sixteenth chapter“ of the same treatise, “the whole order 

of the divine administration‘ from the beginning had its ‘ disposi- 
course*® through the Son.” tronis. 


[744] 


In like manner Novatian, after; 5. ur 
proving (in the passage referred to above) that it was the Son rit. 
who descended to the tower of Babel, &c., by this argument, 
that God the Father is immeasurable, and is not inclosed in 
space ; as if, forsooth, the Son were not equally immeasurable 
and omnipresent; nevertheless in another place in the same 
treatise, expressly attributes to the Son of God that immen- 
sity and omnipresence which is peculiar to the Divine Nature. 
For in chap. 14.! he thus maintains the true divinity of Christ 
against the heretics; “ If Christ,” he says, “be only man, 
how is it that He is present every where when invoked? 
seeing that this is not the nature of man but of God, to be 
able to be present in every place?”’ How, then, are those 
appearances of God which were aforetime made to holy men, 

to be regarded as belonging*® to the Son, and not to the ® conve- 
Father also? The author himself appears to me to solve this ""~ 
difficulty, not obscurely, in chap. 26, where he thus speaks 


272 


trem in ccelis; non est separatio ista, 
sed dispositio divina. Ceterum sci- 
mus, Deum etiam intra abyssos esse, 
et ubique consistere, sed vi et potes- 
tate; Filium quoque ut individuum 
cum ipso ubique. Tamen in ipsa oixo- 
youl, Pater voluit Filium in terris ha- 
beri, se vero in ceelis; quo et ipse 
Filius suspiciens et orabat, et postu- 


labat a Patre, quo et nos erectos doce- 
bat orare, Pater noster qui es in ceelis, 
cum sit et ubique.—[p. 513. ] 

k [p. 510; quoted above, § 3. p. 
596. ] 

1 Si homo tantummodo Christus, 
quomodo adest ubique invocatus? cum 
hee hominis natura non sit, sed Dei, 
ut adesse omni loco possit —(p. 715.] 
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} tractent. 


* alteri 
subditus. 


* subditus. 
4 adnun- 
tiator. 

§ (Is. ix. 


608 The Son acts as Angel or Messenger of the Father. 


of the angel who appeared to Sarah’s handmaid™; “ Let the 
heretics consider what they have to say'.on this passage; 
was He the Father, who was seen by Agar, or not? for it is 
set down ‘God.’ Now far be it from us to call God the 
Father an angel, lest He be set under another’, whose angel 
He be. But they will say that it was an angel; how then 
will it be God, if it was an angel, since this name is never 
conceded to angels? unless [it be], that [pressing us] on either — 
side, the truth shuts us up [and forces us] into the view that 
we must understand, that it was the Son of God; who, since 
He is of God, is justly [called] God, because He is called the 
Son of God; [and] since He is set under’ the Father, and is 
the announcer‘ of the Father’s will, He has been designated 
‘the Angel of great counsel’.’”? Where the sum of the 


6; LXX.] argument® comes to this: He, who appeared to Agar, was 


¢ summa 
disputa- 
tionis. 


[745 ] 


7 dedecet. 


8 salva. 


either a created angel, or the uncreated God. That He was 
not a created angel, he proves from His being called God 
and Jehovah, which is the incommunicable name, and has 
never been conceded to any creature, not even to the angels 
themselves, the highest order of created beings. That it was 
the true God, then, who appeared is clear; but what God, if 
I may so speak? Was it the Father or the Son? That it 
was not the Father he proves from this, that the name angel 
indicates a mission from another, and therefore a kind of 
subjection ; but. God the Father is subject to none, as having 
His origin from none. It remains, therefore, that He who 
appeared was the Son of God, who, because He has His origin 
from God the Father, is on that ground, at any rate, subject 
to the Father; nor is the office itself of an angel or an- 
nouncer of the Father’s will unbecoming’ Him. In a word, 
God the Father could not have become an angel consistently 
with® His prerogative as Father; for then He would have 
been sent by another, who yet is indebted for His authority 


m Querant, quid in presenti loco 
heretici tractent; Pater fuit iste, qui 
ab Agar visus est, an non? quia Deus 
positus est. Sed absit Deum Patrem 
Angelum dicere, ne alteri subditus sit, 
cujus Angelus fuerit. Sed Angelum 
dicent fuisse ; quomodo ergo Deus erit, 
si Angelus fuit, quum non sit hoc no- 
men angelis unquam concessum? nisi 


quoniam ex utroque latere nos veritas 
in istam concludit sententiam, quia 
[qua] intelligere debeamus, Dei Fi- 
lium fuisse; qui quoniam ex Deo est, 
merito Deus, quia Dei Filius dictus 
sit; quoniam Patri subditus et adnun- 
tiator paterne voluntatis est, magni 
oa Angelus pronuntiatus est.—[p. 
724. 


Hence the Son is called in Scripture the Angel of God. 609 


to no.one. To the Son of God, however, both the name of 00x rv. 
CHAP. III. 


God altogether belongs, as being most true God; and alsothe ¢ 9, 


appellation of Angel, forasmuch as He is in such wise very Terrtut- 
God, as to be God of God, and was, therefore, capable of re- "4": 
ceiving and undertaking, consistently with the dignity of His 
Person, the mission and dispensation committed to Him by 
God, of’ whom He is. This, without doubt, was the very ' ex. 
thing which the fathers meant, who wrote the synodical 
epistle from the council of Antioch to Paul of Samosata; 
who contend that He, who in the Old Testament from time 
to time appeared to the fathers and conversed with them, was 
the Son™; “Being attested sometimes as an angel, some- [746] 
times as the Lord, and sometimes God; for it were im- 
pious to suppose that the God of all is called an angel; but 
the angel of the Father is the Son, being Himself Lord and 
God; for it is written [of Him], ‘the Angel of great coun- 
sel".’””? Here the holy bishops clearly teach that the name 
of God and Lord are applicable to the Father, and to the 
Son alike’, but that the appellation of Angel, as indicating a ? proinde. 
mission from another, is by no means suited to the Father, 
who can no more be said to be sent than to be born of - 
another; but to the Son, as being begotten of the Father, 
it may rightly be applied; and on that account He is called 
in the Scriptures ‘the Angel of great counsel.’ 

9. In the same way must we explain Tertullian, when in 
the same Treatise against Praxeas, chap. 14°, he distin- 
guishes the Father from the Son by this characteristic, that 
the Son is visible, the Father invisible. He is followed, as 
usual, by Novatian, or the author of the book on the Trinity, 
chap. 26. But what [need I say]? Is there any one who 
would suspect that Tertullian and his follower, (men cer- 
tainly not altogether devoid of sense,) believed that the Son 
of God, in that He is God, and begotten of* the invisible 3 natus ex. 
God, is capable of being perceived by sight? Without doubt, 
when they said that the Son was visible, it was not in His 
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nation op Which we have been explaining; I mean that in which He 
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Himself from the beginning shewed Himself from time to time 
to men, by means of certain external and visible symbols of 
His presence. If you are in doubt about this, hear Tertul- 
lian himself once more, and that in the very same book and 
chapter, (namely, in his Treatise against Praxeas, chap. 14°) 
thus explaining himself in words the most express; “‘ For we 
affirm,” he says, “that the Son also, considered in Himeelf* 
[i.e. as Son], is invisible, so far forth as He is already, from 
the condition of His substance, the Word and Spirit of God, . 
and in that He is God, and Word, and Spirit; but that He 
was visible before His incarnation’ in that manner in which 
He says to Aaron and to Miriam, ‘ And if there shall be a 
prophet among you, I will make Myself known to him in a 
vision,’ ’’ &e. What can be more clear? Sandius then and 
others ought to be ashamed of having so confidently attri- 
buted to Tertullian this absurd view, of believing the Word 
and Son of God to be in His own Divine Nature finite and 
visible. For, if they had ever attentively read through the 
treatise of Tertullian from which they have inferred this, — 
they could not have been ignorant that that most learned 
writer did in express terms reject that view. And if they 
were aware of this, and nevertheless wished to fix on Ter- 
tullian a blasphemy of this kind, they are deservedly to be 
regarded as egregious sophists and prevaricators. But if 
they never read through that treatise, or did so only negli- 
gently and superficially, they certainly were rash in pro- 
nouncing on the view of Tertullian from it. 

10. I come at last to Origen. In book v. of his treatise 
against Celsus, he teaches that God the Father conde- 
scends to men, not locally, romcxas, but by providence, 
mpovontixas; but that the Son conversed on earth locally, 
tomrsKas, also, as of old by means of assumed forms, so in 
the last times, in that true manhood which He assumed ; but 
yet in such a way as that neither was He Himself at any 


° Dicimus enim et Filium suo no- ante carnem eo modo, quo dicit ad 
mine eatenus invisibilem, qua Sermo Aaron et Miriam, Et si fuerit prophetes 
et Spiritus Dei ex substantiz condi- in vobis, in visione cognoscar illi, &e.— 
tione jam nunc, et qua Deus et Sermo _[p. 508.] 
et Spiritus; visibilem autem fuisse 
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time included in space, but equally with the Father ever soox rv. 
was and is present every where. The words of Origen are “¢9 10, 
these; “‘ God, therefore, according to His goodness, con- Ogicen. 
descends to men, not locally, but by providence’; and the ! xpovon- 
Son of God, not only then,” (that is, when having been made”, 

. 4 = [748] 
flesh He was dwelling among men,) “ but also always, is with 
His own disciples, fulfilling that [promise of His], ‘Lo, I am 
with you always, unto the end of the world.’ And, since 
a branch cannot bear fruit except it abide in the vine, it 
is clear that the disciples of the Word also, the spiritual? ? vonrd. 
branches of the true Vine, the Word, cannot bring forth the 
fruits of virtue, except they abide in the true Vine, the Christ 
of God, who is also locally with us below upon earth; who, 
being present with those who in every place are joined to*?® spoore- 
Him, is also at once* every where present with those even oe 
who know Him not. And this is what John the writer of 
the Gospel declares in the person of John the Baptist, saying, 
‘There standeth one among you, whom ye know not, He it 
is who cometh after me.’” From this Origen, immediately 
afterwards in the same passage, infers that prayers and vows 
are to be made not to the sun, the moon, and the stars, but 
to God the Father and the Son, as being every where pre- 
sent. Thus in book ii.4, (in a passage which we have men- 
tioned above,) he proves by the same testimonies of Scriptures 
that the Son of God was in nowise circumscribed by the 
body which He assumed, but is every where present’. But * pé@dvorra 
he reconciles the comings down of the Son of God to men™  ~”” 
with His immensity and omnipresence most clearly in book 
iv. of the same treatise; where, when Celsus objects against 
the incarnation of the Word of God, that, if God comes 
down to men, we should have to fear lest He should quit His 
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on tHe throne; Origen’ thus replies, (not only in his own name, 
nation op DUt in that of all Christians,) “For he knows not the power 


THE SON. of God, and that ‘the Spirit of the Lord filleth the world, 


Ae and that which containeth all things hath knowledge of the 
[Jer. xxiii, VOice.’ Nor can he understand what is written, ‘Do not I 


24] fill heaven and earth? saith the Lord.’ Neither doth he see 
ete xvii. that, according to the doctrine of Christians, ‘in Him we all 

live and move and have our being,’ as Paul also teaches in 
his address to the Athenians. Whether, therefore, the God 
of all by His own power descends with Jesus into the life of 
men, or whether the Word, who was in the beginning with 
God, being Himself also God, comes to us, He is not re- 
moved from His place’, nor does He quit His own seat, so as 
for one place to be void of Him, and another filled [by Him] 
which before had Him not; but the Power and Divinity of 
God is present through whomsoever He wills, and in whom- 
soever He findeth a place, without change of locality, or leav- 
ing one place void of Him and filling another.” Will San- 
dius say, just as a little before he cavilled about Clement, 
that the passage is supposititious, and not written by Origen 
himself? Let him say so. Surely no one of sound mind will 
value at a straw the judgment of so rash and trifling a per- 
son, especially when Origen states the same doctrine m 
that very fourth book, and in many other places*. Let the 
wretched man, however, learn at last from Origen himself,— 
whom by mistake he praises and admires above all others, as 
of the same opinion as Arius,—his own ignorance, in openly 
averring' that he cannot be persuaded that the Son of God 
came down unto the earth without moving’ from place to 
place, so as that even then, when having been made man 
He was sojourning among men, He was present in heaven, 
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and so every where; and, moreover, in condemning such a soox wv. 
doctrine as impious and blasphemous. For the holy man $10, 11. 
pronounces him, in the person of the epicurean Celsus, to Ogicen. | 
be altogether ignorant of the Divine power. 

11. I will subjoin the following by way of addition. From 
the modes of expression used by Christian writers who have 
taught, that the appearances of God recorded in the Old 
Testament are by no means to be understood of the Father, 
inasmuch as He can be seen of no man, but are to be re- 
ferred to the Son; and that Incarnation was befitting the 
Son, not the Father; from these expressions, I say, wrongly 
understood, it is very probable that Celsus seized on a handle 
for objecting against the Christians, that they taught that 
God the Father, being Himself great and hard to be contem- 
plated, sent His Son unto men, as being easy to be contem- 
plated; as we have already observed in the preceding chap- 
ter out of Origen’s treatise against Celsus, book vi.*, where 
we also gave Origen’s reply in part. The remaining portion is 
most apposite in this place ; for thus he goes on to say in the 
same passage, “ Be it [allowed], then, that God is hard to be 
contemplated; but yet not He alone is so, but His only- 
begotten Son likewise. For God the Word is hard to be 
contemplated, and in like manner is Wisdom also, in which 
God created all things. For who is able to contemplate, in 
each particular of the universe!, that Wisdom in which? God ! ray wds- 
made even each particular of the universe? It is not, there- °°: F 
fore, because God [is Himself] hard to be contemplated, ~ 
that He sent God the Son as easy to be contemplated, as 
Celsus not understanding has said, speaking as in our per- 
son. But, as we have stated, the Son, being also hard to be 
contemplated, as being God the Word, through whom all 
things were made, also dwelt among us.” In this passage 
again Origen professes, in the name of all catholic Chris- 
tians, that the Father did not send the Son into the 
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world as being more easy to be contemplated than Him- 
self; seeing that Both are alike incomprehensible, as he 
taught in other passages also*. Why then [was the Son 
sent]? We have given the cause and reason repeatedly in 
this chapter; namely, that God the Father, as being sprung! 
of none, could have been sent of none; whereas it was not 
unbecoming the Son of God, as being begotten of the Father, 
to be sent by Him. It should, however, be observed in 
passing, for the information of such readers as are not much 
versed in the writings of the ancient fathers, that, in 
those words, “ Wisdom is also hard to be contemplated,” by 
Wisdom the Holy Ghost is designated, as we have already’ 
shewn was done by Theophilus of Antioch and Irenseus. Of 
the causes why those ancient writers so expressed themselves 
Petavius writes thus*; “We must reckon,” he says, “ that 
they called the Holy Ghost Wisdom, because from Him the 
gift of wisdom is diffused amongst angels and men ; just as the 
Logos is said by some to have been so called, because, as we 
have shewn in a former book, He makes men rational, Aoy:- 
xovs. Thus, inasmuch as that excellent and heavenly gift of 
wisdom—so far forth as it is a gift, and is imparted to us 
by God of His singular bounty and charity—belongs pecu- 
liarly to the effectual working’ of the Holy Ghost; on this 
account the fountain Itself of wisdom, as well as of all other 
gifts, is sometimes, by a transferred use of the word *, called 
by that same name [Wisdom]. There may be other reasons 
also for that appellation, as, for instance, because wisdom, 
which is the gift of God, and is opposed to human wisdom, 
such as was that of the Gentile philosophers, is (as St. Thomas 
explains it) joined with the love of God and charity. Where- 
fore the Holy Ghost is named Wisdom on the same ground 
as [He is named] Love and Charity. But if you consider 
the nature itself and the peculiar properties of wisdom, as it 
relates to the intellect and is a kind of knowledge’, it is an 
appellation peculiarly belonging to® the Son and Word of 
God; and to the Spirit not otherwise than extrinsically, 
and, so to speak, causatively.”” And, further, this also will 
perhaps deserve our notice, that those words of Origen, 


x See ii. 9. 9. [p. 302.] 225.] 
Y See ii, 4. 10, and 5. 7. [p. 202 and 7 De Trin. vii. 12. 16, 
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“God is hard to be contemplated’, the Word is hard to soox w. 


be contemplated, and in like manner Wisdom also is hard Sli, 12. 
to be contemplated,” are quite parallel to those clauses 57, 
of what is commonly called the Athanasian Creed; “The : gyc6ec- 
Father incomprehensible, the Son incomprehensible, and 77°: 
the Holy Ghost incomprehensible.” But I return to my 
course. 

12. From all this it is most manifest, that, whenever those 
doctors of the Church who wrote before the rise of the Arian 
heresy, argue’, that it was not God the Father, but the Son, ? ratioci- 
who appeared under the Old Testament, and in the fulness "°°" 
of time became incarnate, on the ground that the Father 
is immeasurable, and is not included im space, and 1s in- 
visible, so that He can be seen of none; they by no means 
meant to deny that the Son of God, equally with the 
Father, is in His own nature immeasurable and invisible; 
but merely intimated this, that all such appearances of 9275 
God, and also the incarnation itself, had reference to the 
economy which the Son of God undertook ; which economy 
is by no means suited® to the Father*, inasmuch as He had $conveniat. 
not His origin from any beginning, and is indebted for His 
authorship to none’. And that in this point most of the ¢nutlique 
catholic fathers, who lived after the council of Nice, agreed suctorita- 
with them, we will now proceed to shew. That Eusebius was acceptam 
catholic, and removed® from the Arian heresy, we have be- Steen 
fore proved” by the clearest evidences quoted from his own 
writings. Now in the first book, chap. ii., of his Ecclesias- 
tical History, (a work which it is clear that he published after 
all his other writings, and so after the Nicene council,) he [754] 
offers this argument in proof that the Angel, who was wor- 
shipped by Abraham as the God and Judge of all, was not 
the Father but the Son‘; “If all reason refuse to allow that 
the unbegotten and unchangeable essence of the Almighty 
God should change into the form of man‘, or, again’, should ¢ avipds 
deceive the eyes of the beholders with the [mere] semblance sibes. 
of any created being®, or yet that the Scripture should falsely s yennrot. 


* [The reader will find more on this © ef ydp pndels éxirpéxos Adyos, Try 
point in the reply to G. Clerke, § 24.]  &yévynroy nal &rpewrov ovclav Ocod 
b See book iii. 9. 11. [p. 503] and rod wavroxpdropos eis dvdpds eldos pe- 
chap. 1. 10 of this book, [p. 570. } TaBddAcv, pnd ad yervntov pndevds 
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on tHe invent such things; who else (if it be not allowable to say 
Nation gp that it was the First Cause of all things) could be declared 
tHE son. to be the God and Lord, who judgeth the whole earth, and 
being seen in human form doeth judgment, but His pre- 
existent Word alone?” Eusebius had used the same reason- 
ing in the fifth book of his Evangelical Demonstration, p. 147; 
yet on account of these and similar expressions the jesuit 
Petavius‘ has not hesitated to call this venerable bishop, who 
has deserved most highly of the Church of Christ, “impious” 
and “profane.” He, however, could scarcely have been igno- 
rant, that Eusebius in nowise meant, what his words at first 
seem to carry on the face of them, that the Son of God, who 
formerly appeared in a visible shape, was in very deed of a 
nature alien from the Father, that is, [of a nature] finite 
and mutable, much less that He underwent any actual change 
through these appearances. For in a hundred passages (one 
of which Petavius has himself adduced) Eusebius most ex- 
plicitly rejected that blasphemy ; indeed, in his Panegyric on 
Constantine, which is appended to his Ecclesiastical History, 
he expressly teaches that the Word of God, even after He 
had taken true manhood into the unity of His Person, con- 
tinued the same unchangeable, immeasurable, and omni- 
present God; for thus he writes in the fourteenth chapter 
of the said Oration®; “And herein did He minister to the 
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1ndaw. Father’s counsels, Himself on the other hand' continuing 
immaterial, such as before this He had been with the Father; 
not having changed His substance at all, nor having His own 
2 agar nature annihilated’; not yet having been confined by the 
oGelons. 


bonds of the flesh; nor, again, making His sojourn there 
[only], where the human vessel [of His flesh] was, and hin- 
dered from being in other places of the universe ; for, on 
the contrary, even at the very time that He was sojourning 


3 [presen- among men, He was filling all things [with His presence*,] 
tia sua, 
added in 


Lat. vers.] gavracla tds rev dpdvrwy byes éara- © xal ravra rais warpixats BovAais 


TGv° unde uy Pevdas Ta ToLadTa WAdT- 
recOa Tv ypaphy' @eds nal Kipios 6 
xplywy wacay THy nv, Kal wovay Kplow 
év avOpmnwov dpmmevos oxhuart, tls dy 
repos dvaryopevorro, (ei ur) pdvar Ours 
Td xparov Tav SAwy alriov,)  udvos 6 
xpowy avrov Adyos.—[H. E. i. 2. p. 6.] 
@ De Trin. viii. 2. 6. p. 792. 


Sinxovetro, puévov avtds xddrw dros, 
olos kal xpd Tovrov wapx rq Tlarp) jv* - 
of 7: weraBadrav rhy obclay’ ob ada- 
vicbelons THs av’Tov diaews’ oddEé ye 
Trois THs capKds Seapois wednOels’ 063° 
ade uty, vba hy avOpdwreov oxevos, ras 
5iarpiBds wotovpevos, ev Erépots St elvat 
To mayros KexwAupevos’ GAARA yap Kal 


implied no inferiority of nature in the Son. St. Cyril H. 617 


and was with the Father, and was also' in Him; and at 00x 1Vv. 
that very time He was taking care of all things at once?, $ 12, ; 13. 
both things in heaven and things on earth, being by n01 xq)... +e. 
means, like ourselves, excluded from being present every~ * 4@péws. 
where :” and a little afterwards he says; “ He was not then 

defiled? when His body was brought forth; nor did the * éuoas- 
Impassible suffer in His essence when on the other hand 1756] 
His mortal body was torn asunder.” What statement was 

ever made more catholic than this? It is, then, beyond all 

doubt, that Eusebius in the passages before cited (unless, 

indeed, with Petavius, we choose—and far be this from us— 

to call this most learned man a person devoid of acuteness‘) * hominem 
‘meant nothing else than what the fathers before him did, oprasum. 
whose opinion we have been explaining ; namely, that to God 

the Father, as being unbegotten, the economy was by no 

means suitable; nor that He should appear as if He were 

sent by another, or under assumed forms; although it was 

not unseemly for the Son of God to have undertaken that 

very economy at the will of the Father, of whom’ He was ‘a quo. 

. begotten; and that on this account not the Father, but the 

Son had shewn Himself aforetime to the patriarchs in the 

form of man ; just as, also, in the last times, not the Father, 

but the Son took true manhood into the unity of His Person. 

But let us proceed from Eusebius to other fathers, whom all 

allow to have been catholic. 

13. Cyril of Jerusalem, in his fourteenth Catechetical 276 
Lecture, supposes that it was the Son whom Isaiah beheld ©¥#" H- 
sitting on the throne, “For no man,” he says‘, “hath seen 
the Father at any time; He who at that time appeared to 
the prophet was the Son.”’ Basil, in the second book of his 
Treatise against Eunomius, proves that it was the Son who 
appeared to Moses in the bush, from this, that it is written, 
that “the Angel of the Lord appeared in the bush ;” and soon 
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after that the Angel Himself said, “I am the I am,” &c. 
For from this he argues as follows’; ‘“ Who then is He who 
is at the same time an Angel and God? Is it not He of 
whom we have learnt that His name is called the Angel of 
great counsel?” For no doubt Basil thought, as those an- 
cients whom I have mentioned above, that the name God is 
equally suited to the Father and to the Son, but not so the 
appellation Angel; this being peculiar to the Son, who in 
each age has been sent from the Father to reveal His will 
to men. And presently after in the same passage Basil 
thus concludes"; “It is, then, evident to every one that 
where the same Person is called both Angel and God, 
the Only-begotten is plainly meant; who manifests Hin- 
self in each generation to mankind, and announces the will 
of the Father to His saints.”? Theodoret also, in his fifth 
book against Heresjes, chap. 1, affirms that the Father is 
alike invisible, and shews that He neither hath been, nor 
can be seen. And in his fifth question on Exodus he con- 
tends that the Angel, who appeared to Moses in the bush, 
and said that He was God, was not the Father, who can- 
not be the messenger of any, but the Son; not an inferior 
minister ' or servant® (irrovpydv). 

14. Of the Latin fathers we produce the following wit- 
nesses. Hilary, a most holy man and most keen opponent 
of the Arian heresy, states the same doctrine throughout 
his works, and most explicitly. For in book iv. on the 
Trinity', he proves that the Angel, who stood by Hagar, was 
the Son of God, from the fact that the same Person is called 
as well God and Lord, as Angel of God; but that to none, ex- 
cept the Son of God, can both these names properly be given; 
for He alone is both, in His own nature, very God, and, in 
respect of office and dispensation, the Angel of God, that is, 
the announcer of the Father’s will; a function whieh is not . 
unbecoming His dignity, inasmuch as He Himself has His 
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origin from the Father. For in that passage, amongst other soox rv. 
things, he writes as follows!; “He who is called the Angel ['}3"j4." 
of God is also Lord and God. But, according to the pro- Harpy. | 
phet, the Son of God is.‘ the Angel of great counsel.’ That 

the distinction of Persons might be complete, He is called 

the Angel of God; for He who is God of God, is Him- 

self also the Angel of God. However, that due honour 

might be given Him, He is declared to be both Lord and 

God.” Accordingly, towards the end of the same book, he 
contends that the Son alone has been seen of men, that the 

Father is invisible; for commenting on a passage of Jere- 

miah*, he thus writes in that place'; “ You therefore have 

Gop seen on earth, and conversing among men. And I 

ask, how you think that must be understood, ‘No man hath 

seen God at any time, save the Only-begotten Son who is in 

the bosom of the Father,’ when Jeremiah speaks of a God, 

who was both seen on earth, and conversed among men? 

The Father certainly is not visible, save to the Son only. 

Who then is He, who was seen and conversed among men'? nite 
Surely it is our God, God both visible in manhood?, and; ;,, 1,5. 
capable of being handled*.” Then afterwards he adds, “‘ He mine. 
was seen on earth, and conversed among men.’ For there is; See 1] 
one Mediator between God and man, [being both] God and - 
man; a mediator both in the giving of the law‘, and in the ‘ legisle- 
taking unto Himself of a body. [‘ And therefore no other is; Bara ch 
accounted of in comparison of Him.’] For He alone was be- iii. 35.) 
gotten of God, so as to be God®, through whom all things § in Deum. 


in heaven and on earth were created, through whom the 


1 Qui Angelus Dei dictus est, idem 
Dominus et Deus est. Est autem se- 
ecundum Prophetam Filius Dei magni 
consilii Angelus. Ut personarum dis- 
tinctio absoluta esset, Angelus Dei est 
nuncupatus; qui enim est Deus ex 
Déo, ipse est et Angelus Dei. Ut vero 
honor debitus redderetur, et Dominus 
et Deus est predicatus.—([§ 23. p. 
841. 
k [That is of Baruch, iii. 34—36, 
which was attached to the end of Jere- 
miah in the Septuagint and ancient 
Latin version. | 

1 Habes ergo Deum in terra visum, 
et inter homines conversatum. Et re- 
quiro, quomodo intelligendum existi- 


mes, Deum nemo vidit unquam, nisi uni- 
genitus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris ; 
cum Hieremias Deum predicet, qui 
et visus et terris est, et inter homines 
conversatus est? Pater certe non nisi 
soli Filio visibilis est. Quis ergo iste 
est, qui est visus et conversatus inter 
homines? Deus certe noster est, et 
visibilis in homine, et contrectabilis 
Deus... . Super terram visus est, et in- 
ter homines conversatus est. Unus est 
enim Mediator Dei et hominum, Deus 
et homo; et in legislatione, et in cor- 
poris assumptione Mediator. [Alius igi- 
tur ad eum non deputatur.] Unus est 
enim hic in Deum ex Deo natus, per 
quem creata sunt omnia in ccelo et in 
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times and the worlds were made. For whatsoever is, sub- 
sists wholly of His operation. He therefore is one, making 
covenant with' Abraham, speaking to Moses, witnessing to 
Israel, abiding in the prophets, born through the Virgin 
of the Holy Ghost,” &c. Here, in passing, we must note, 
in direct opposition to Bellarmine and other papists, that 
Hilary expressly affirms (as it is clear that the ancients 
taught in common) that our Saviour was a Mediator even 
in the giving of the Law, and previous to the Incarnation; 
and, therefore, is not a Mediator merely in respect of His 
human nature, seeing that He had not as yet assumed it; 
and yet this is what they have earnestly maintained. But, 
in his fifth book', the same Hilary, speaking again of the 
Angel, who appeared to Hagar, says; “An Angel of God 
speaks to Hagar, and that same Angel is God. But per- 
haps He is not true God, seeing that He is the Angel of 
God; for this name seems to belong to an inferior nature; 
and where the name given is that which belongs to a dif- 
ferent kind’, in that casé it is supposed that the truth of the 
same kind is not. And indeed our former book has already 
shewn the emptiness of this question; for in [the name] 
Angel there is the idea of office suggested, rather than that 
of nature.” And after a few intervening words [he adds,| 
“The law, therefore, or rather God through the law, wishing 
to intimate the personality of [scil. expressed by] the name 


(Bp. Bull of Father, spoke of God the Son’ as the Angel of God, that 


read “the 
Son of 
God.’’] 


generis. 


is, the Messenger of God. For in [the name] Messenger 
He witnesses the intimation of His office; and, on the other 
hand, he established the truth of His nature in the Name, 
when He called Him God. But this is now an order of dis- 
pensation, not of kind‘; for we set forth nothing else than 


terra, per quem tempora et secula_ tas ejusdem generis non inesse. Et 


facta sunt. Totum enim quicquid est, 
ex ejus operatione subsistit. Hic ergo 
unus est, disponens ad Abraham, lo- 
quens ad Mosen, testans ad Israel, ma- 
nens in prophetis, per virginem natus 
ex Spiritu Sancto, &c.—[§ 42. p. 852.] 

1 Angelus Dei ad Agar loquitur, et 
idem Angelus Deus est. Sed forte id- 
circo non Deus verus est, quia Ange- 
Jus Dei est; inferioris enim nature 
videtur hoc nomen; et ubi nuncupatio 
est generis alieni, ibi existimatur veri- 


quidem jam superior liber inanitatem 
hujus questionis ostendit; in Angelo 
enim officii potius quam naturz intel- 
ligentia est. ... Volens igitur lex, imo 
per legem Deus, personam paterni no- 
minis intimare, Deum [Dei, Bull] 
Filium Angelum Dei loquuta est, id 
est, nuntium Dei. Significationem 
enim officii testatur in nuntio; nature 
autem veritatem confirmavit in nomi- 
ne, cum Deum dixit. Hic autem nunc 
dispensationis est ordo, non generis; 
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Father and Son; and we do in such wise make co-equal the oox tv. 
nature of [scil. expressed by] the names, that the generation "1415. 
of the Only-begotten God from the Unbegotten God main- prrary. 
tains the truth of [His] Godhead. The intimation, how- 

ever, of sent and sender, in this place, suggests nothing 

else than a Father and.a Son; but takes not away the 

truth of the nature, nor destroys in the Son the property 

of begotten' Godhead.” Lastly, the same: writer in the "nativa. 
same book thus discourses concerning God, [as] seen by 
Isaiah™; “For Isaiah saw God, and, although it is written, 
‘No man hath seen God at any time, save the Only-be- 
gotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He hath 
declared Him,’ yet the prophet saw God and beheld His 
glory, even so as to draw on himself envy for the dignity 
vouchsafed to him as prophet?. For on this very account * usque ad 
he was by the Jews brought to trial and sentenced to death. prphetiow 
God, therefore, whom no man hath seen, the Only-begotten dignitate. 
Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, has declared :” and 
presently he says; “ Prophecy speaks, the gospel testifies, 

the apostle interprets, the Church confesses, that He who 

was seen is very God, whilst yet no one admits that God 

the Father has been seen.” Here he asserts that the doc- 

trine, that the Father has not been seen at any time by any 

one, was in his time so catholic, that no Catholic at that day 
ventured to maintain the contrary. From Hilary I pass on 

to other doctors of the Church. 

15. Augustine himself, in chap. 9 of his treatise against Aueus- 
Adimantus", infers from the words of John, “No man hath” 
seen God at any time; the Only-begotten Son who is in 
the bosom of the Father, He hath declared Him,” that “ the 
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non enim aliud quam Patrem et Filium 
predicamus; et ita naturam nominum 
cozquamus, ut veritatem Dei teneat 
ex innascibili Deo Dei unigeniti nati- 
vitas. Missi autem et mittentis signi- 
ficatio hic non aliud quam Patrem et 
Filium docet ; cxzterum veritatem non 
adimit nature, neque in Filio perimit 
native divinitatis proprietatem.— [v. 
11. p. 859. ] 

m Esaias enim Deum vidit, et cum 
scriptum sit, Deum nemo vidit unquam, 
nisi unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu 
Patris, ipse enarravit, Deum tamen 


propheta vidit, et gloriam ejus usque 
ad invidiam prophetic dignitatis as- 
pexit. Nam in judicium mortis ob 
hanc causam aJudzis actus est. Deum 
itaque nemini visum unigenitus Filius, 
qui in sinu Patris est, enarravit;... 
Prophetia loquitur, evangelium testa- 
tur, apostolus interpretatur, ecclesia 
confitetur Deum verum esse, qui visus 
sit; cum tamen Deum Patrem visum 
nemo fateatur.—p. 58. [v. 33. p. 873.] 

» Filius, quod est Verbum Dei, non 
solum novissimis temporibus, cum in 
carne apparere dignatus est, sed etiam 
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om tus Son, who is the Word of God, made revelation respecting 
nation op the Father to whom He would, not only in the last times, 
tHe som. when He vouchsafed to appear in the flesh, but even before, 


[761] 


from the foundation of the world, either by speaking or appear- 
ing, whether through some angelic power, or through some 
creature, whoever it might be.” Now this conclusion is of no 
force unless it be assumed as settled that the words of the evan- 
gelist intimate, that God the Father Himself never shewed 
Himself to be seen of any one. Augustine therefore con- 
tradicts himself, as he is often wont to do, and says what 
Hilary thought that no Catholic would presume to say, when 
in another place, that is, in chap. 17, book ii.° of his work 
on the Trinity he affirms, “That it is too rash to say that 
God the Father never appeared through any visible forms 
to the patriarchs or to the prophets.” This dictum of Augus- 
tine’s Petavius inconsiderately approves as certam. Under 
the New Testament, indeed, we know that God the Father has 
Himself spoken to man; at the baptism of Christ, I mean, 
and again at His transfiguration, when He said, ‘ This is My 
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased;’ and again in those 
words, ‘I have both glorified it, and will glonfy it again.’ 
Petavius, with the view of proving from these passages of 
Scripture the assertion of Augustine, namely, that God the 
Father Himself sometimes appeared to the prophets, reasons 
thus?, “For it is not more unworthy of the supreme and most 
excellent majesty of God, to meet in whatever way the ears of 
men, by some sensible form of sound, than to reveal Himself 
to their eyes by using for a time the likeness of a body.” 
Here, instead of the words which the printer has presented to 
us “it is not more unworthy,” (non enim indignius est,) the 
Jesuit, I imagine, wrote, or at any rate ought to have written, 
“for it is not more worthy,” (non enim dignius est), for other- 
wise his reasoning will hang very ill together. But, I affirm, 
this is not so certain as Petavius thought. For according to 
the view of the ancients, as I have often stated, those appear- 
ances of God, in a visible, bodily shape, were preludes and 


prius a constitutione mundi, cui voluit, © [Ut] nimis temerarium sit dicere, 
de Patre annuntiavit, sive loquendo, Deum Patrem nunquam Patribus aut 
sive apparendo, vel per angelicam ali- prophetis per aliquas visibiles formas 


quam potestatem, vel per quamlibet apparuisse.—([§ 32. vol. viii. p. 791.) 
creaturam.—T[vol. viii. p. 120. ] P [De Trin. viii. 2. 18. p. 801.} 
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figures of the future incarnation, which [incarnation] was s00x rv. 
in no way suited to the Father. But let it be certain; at “Cw._ 
any rate, the passages quoted are not to the point, inas- avaus- 
much as Augustine, whom Petavius undertook to defend, T= 
expressly spoke of the manifestations of God under the Old 
Testament, those, namely, which were made of old to the 
patriarchs and the prophets. Besides, it was out of the usual 

eourse, and necessary, in order to confirm the mission of the 

Son from the Father, when He was now beheld on earth as 

a mere man, that God the Father Himself should then utter 

those words respecting His Son. This however by the way. 
Moreover, whereas those appearances of God under the Old 
Testament had respect to the mission of One from Another, 

or the function committed by One to Another; (whence [762] 
also He who appeared is generally styled not only God, but 

also Angel, that is, One sent ;) Augustine himself distinctly 

allows that the being sent is certainly inapplicable to God 

the Father; for in the fourth book, chap. 204, of his treatise 

on the Trinity, he thus writes; “ As, therefore, the Father 

begat, the Son was begotten, so the Father sent, the Son was 

sent.” Again; “As to be begotten is to the Son, to be of 

the Father ; so to be sent is to the Son to be known to be of! ' ab illo. 
Him.” And at the end of this fourth book' he declares “that it 
would be most absurd to say that the Father is sent either by 
the Son, whom He begat, or by the Holy Ghost, who proceeds 
from Him [sc.the Son],” even though “ He were pleased visibly 
to appear by means of a subject creature.” But he speaks most 
clearly in his book against the doctrine of the Arians, chap. 
4*; “Of the Father alone we do not read that He is sent, 
since He alone has not an author, of whom He was begotten, 
or from whom He proceeds. And therefore not on account 
of diversity of nature, which exists not in the Trinity, but 
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« Sicut ergo Pater genuit, Filius 
genitus est: ita Pater misit, Filius 
Missus est....Sicut...natum esse 
est Filio, a Patre esse; ita mitti est 
Filio, cognosci quod ab illo sit.—[§ 29. 
vol. viii. p. 829. ] 

r (St. Augustine’s words are; , Etiam 
si voluisset Deus Pater per subjectam 
ereaturam visibiliter apparere, absur- 
dissime tamen aut a Filio, quem ge- 


nuit, aut a Spiritu Sancto, qui de illo 
procedit, missus diceretur.—[c. xxi. § 
82. p. 832.) 

* Solus Pater non legitur missus, 
quoniam solus non habet auctorem a 
quo genitus sit, vel a quo procedat. 
Et ideo non propter nature diversita- 
tem, que in Trinitate nulla est, sed 
propter ipsam auctoritatem solus Pa- 
ter non dicitur missus. Non enim 


624 When it was God, when only an Angel, that appeared. 


on tne simply, because of origination, of the Father alone it is not 
nation oe 82/0, that He is sent. For it is not brightness or heat that 

Tue son. sends forth fire, but fire that sends forth brightness or heat.” 

A passage parallel to this you may read in the third book of 

the work of the same writer, against the Arian Maximinus, 

chap. 14'; “For,” he says, “it behoved not that He who 

begat should be sent by Him whom He begat, but that the 

begotten should be sent by Him who begat Him. This how- 

ever is not inequality of substance, but order of nature; 

not that the One was prior to the Other, but that. the 

One was of the Other.”” However as regards the manifes- 

tations under the Old Testament, we agree with Augustine, 

whom Petavius follows, thus far, that God was not always pre- 

'singulari. sent in the angel by a special’ presence, but wrought much 

[763] by means of angels alone. Moreover we do not deny that on 

?modum this question some of the ancients have gone too far?. Be- 

oxceom* sides, we freely admit, that it is often difficult to conjecture 

when it was a mere angel, or when it was God that appeared 

in the angel. Furthermore, we join Petavius in embracing 

as probable the rule of Alphonsus Tostatus; namely, that 

some events are recorded in the Scriptures, which are either 

of less importance, or relate to some one or a few persons; 

whereas others are marked and distinguished, or pertain 

to the use of the whole people; that in the former case, 

mere angels were the ministers, and that Scripture has so 

described them, as not to give any intimation of [the presence 

of] any divine Person; but that events of the latter class 

were transacted by God, and are accordingly so described as 

to make it appear, that not a mere angel intervened, but that 

through him God did, or spoke, what it pleased Him. And 

this we hold to be the surest indication of the Divine pre- 

sence, when He who appears and speaks openly professes 

* Eum qui that He is God, or He that Is’, or the God of Abraham, &c., 
crt or the God of their fathers, and requires worship and the 
adoration due to God to be given Him; which, as we know, 

was done by Him who spoke to Moses out of the bush, and 

splendor aut fervor ignem, sed ignis oportebat. Verum hec non est ine- 

mittit sive splendorem sive fervorem. qualitas substantize, sed ordo nature; 

—\vol. viii. p. 627. ] non quod alter prior esset altero, sed 


* Non enim genitorem ab eo quem quod alter esset ex altero.—[ii. 14. 8. 
genuit, sed genitum a genitore mitti vol. viii. p. 707. ] 
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to the children of Israel on Mount Sinai. At the same time Book rv. 


CHAP. III, 


we firmly maintain that wherever it is evident that God ¢ 15 16. 
Himself, and not a mere angel, appeared, there isto be un- 
derstood not the Father but the Son; herein religiously fol- 
lowing the consentient judgment of primitive antiquity. But 
to return from this digression. 

16. In addition to the testimonies which I have adduced, 
Petavius himself has furnished us with others. Prudentius, 
in his Apotheosis, most fully demonstrates against the Pa- 
tripassians, that it was the Word only who appeared to the 
ancients,—not in His proper form, but under a corporeal image, 
—because the Father can be seen by none. Amongst other 
things he writes' in this strain"; “Is God passible? whose [764] 
form and image was never seen by any, for that Majesty is not ' canit. 
easy to be comprehended by thought’, or eyes, or hand. The ? sensu. 
famous saying of the great St. John is an evidence, which wit- 
nesses that God could not have been seen at any time.” 

(ver. 6.) Again*; “What man soever is said to have seen 

God, hath seen the Son sent down’ from [the Father] Him-? infusum. 
self. For the Son it is which, shining forth from the Father, 
has presented Itself to be beheld by means of forms such 
as human sight can comprehend.” (ver. 22.) Afterwards he 
says that it was the Son alone who was seen by Abraham 
and Moses under a bodily form, and in no wise the Father’; 
** Believe me, no one hath seen God, believe me, no one. God 
[who is] from the fountain [of Godhead] is visible, the very 
fountain of God[head] is not visible. He who is begotten‘ ‘ nascitur. 
may be discerned, but the unbegotten® cannot be discerned,” 5 innatus. 
&c. (ver. 77.) Cassian also, in his fourth book on the Incar- 


" Passibilisne Deus? cujus species et imago 
Nulli visa unquam, nec enim comprendier illa 
Majestas facilis sensuve, oculisve, manuve. 
Joannis magni celebris sententia presto est, 
Haud unquam testata Deum potuisse videri.—Ver. 6. 


* Quisque hominum vidisse Deum memoratur, ab ipso 
Infusum vidit gnatum; nam Filius hoc est 
Quod de Patre micans se prestitit inspiciendum 
Per species, quas posset homo comprendere visu.—Ver. 22. 


Y Credite, nemo Deum vidit, mihi credite, nemo. 
Visibilis de fonte Deus, non ipse Dei fons 
Visibilis. Cerni potis est qui nascitur, at non 
Innatus cerni potis est, &c.—Ver. 77. 
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626 “ Invisible, impassible”’ added to “the Father Almighty’ 


nation, chap. 92, says, “ He, therefore, is One who speaks 
unto the patriarchs, dwells in the prophets, was conceived 
of the Spirit, born of the Virgin Mary,” &c. Again, “ For 
surely the Father, who is said to be visible to no one except 
the Son, was not at any time either seen on earth, or put 
forth in the flesh, or conversed among men; Certainly not.” 
Lastly, Isidore, in his treatise on the Nativity of our Lord, 
chap. 1*, says, “ For it is the Son Himself, who on every 
occasion being sent from the Father, appeared visibly to 
men. From His very mission, therefore, He is nightly 
named Angel.” Whoever desires more [testimonies] should 
consult Petavius aforesaid on the Trinity, book viii. chap. 2. 

17. I will add this one remark of my own as worthy of ob- 
servation; that anciently the very creeds of some Churches 
professed God the Father, by way of distinction!, to be invisible 
and impassible ; in the sense, that is, which we have explained. 
Ruffinus, at any rate, in his explanation of the Creed called 
the Apostles’ Creed, expressly testifies that the Creed of 
Aquileia in his time, in the article on God the Father, after 
the word “ Almighty,” had “invisible and impassible.” 
Hence also, in the epistle of Auxentius, archbishop of Milan, 
in Hilary‘, the first article of the creed is to this day read as 
follows; ‘I believe in God the Father Almighty, invisible, 
impassible, immortal.” Erasmus‘, in his reply to the cen- 
sure? of the divines of Paris, declares that the Churches of 
the East also had received the same addition, and this Vossius® 
himself also thought probable. That addition, however, was 
without doubt made in opposition to the heresy which at first 
certain persons‘, whose names are lost, and afterwards one 


bentur: constat autem apud nos ad- 


* Hic ergo unus est ad patriarchas 
loquens, in prophetis manens, ex Spi- 
ritu conceptus, natus ex Virgine Maria, 
&c.... Nunquid enim Pater unquain, 
qui non nisi Filio tantum visibilis esse 
legitur, aut in terris visus est, aut in 
carne editus, aut inter homines con- 
versatus est? non utique—T([p. 1009, 
1010. ed. 1628. } 

* Ipse est enim Filius qui semper a 
Patre missus visibiliter apparebat ho- 
minibus. Ex ipsa ergo missione recte 
Angelus nuncupatur.—[ p. 367. ] 

b [His additur invisibili e¢ impassi- 
bili. Sciendum quod duo isti sermones 
in ecclesis Romane symbolo non ha- 


ditos, hereseos causa Sabellii, &c.—c. 
5. p. cciii. } 

¢ Credo in... Deum Patrem omni- 
potentem, invisibilem, impassibilem, 
immortalem.—[Lib. contra Auxent. 
14. p. 1270.] 

¢ [Declarationes ad censuras fac. 
theol. Paris. tit. xi. Decl. 36. Op., tom. 
ix. col. 869. ] 

€ De tribus Symbolis, p. 26. [vol. 
vi. p. 511.] 

f See Justin’s Apology, ii. p. 96. 
(Apol. i. 63. p.81.] and Dialogue with 
Trypho, p. 358, (§ 128. p. 221.] 
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Praxeas, and then Beryllus and Noetus, and lastly Sabellius, soox tv. 
maintained ; who all taught that it was not the Son of God, 616 171.1. 
but God the Father Himself, who was seen of men under 
the Old Testament, and who at last in the fulness of time 
became incarnate and suffered. And thus much on this 


subject. 


CHAPTER IV. 280 


THE THIRD PROPOSITION IS STATED, IN WHICH THE USE OF THE DOCTRINE 
OF THE SUBORDINATION OF THE SON IS SET FORTH. 


1. ALTHOUGH in the foregoing chapters we have explained 
at so great length the opinions of the ancients respecting the 
subordination of the Son to the Father; yet still it remains 
that we say something of the excellent use of this doctrine, [767] 
which those same ancient writers have noticed. Let the 
following, therefore, be our third proposition, and the last of 
this concluding book : 


THE THIRD PROPOSITION. 


Tats doctrine respecting the subordination of the Son to 
the Father as to His origin and principle, was regarded by 
the ancient doctors as very useful and absolutely necessary 
to be known and believed, for this reason, that by means of 
it, especially, the divinity of the Son is so asserted, as that 
the unity of God, and the divine monarchy, is, nevertheless, 
preserved unimpaired. For although the name and the na- 
ture be common to the two, namely the Father and the Son 
of God; still, inasmuch as the One is the principle of the 
Other, from which He is propagated, and that by an internal, 
not an external production, it follows that God is rightly said 
to be only One. This reason those ancients believed to be 
equally applicable to the divinity of the Holy Ghost. 


2. According to the opinion of the ancients, with which 
common reason agrees, if there were two unbegotten or self- 
ss2 
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dependent principles in the Godhead, it would follow, not 


uation or ODly that the Father would be deprived of His pre-eminence’, 
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whereby he has His divinity from Himself?, that is, from no 
one else, (of which point we have already treated largely ;) but 
also that there would necessarily be two Gods supposed. On 
the other hand, by laying down a subordination, whereby it is 
taught that the Father alone is God from Himself, and the Son 
God of God the Father, those doctors thought that both that 
pre-eminence of the Father and the divine monarchy would 
be secured. This same they thought should be extended to 
the third Person also of the Godhead, the Holy Ghost, who, 
inasmuch as He Himself has His origin from the Father 
through the Son, they supposed in no wise to bring in a 
Tritheism®, or three Gods. There are many things on this 
subject most worthy of being read, which you will find in the 
fathers, those especially who wrote more fully on the doc- 
trine of the Trinity. We will select some out of so great a 
number. 

8. Athenagoras, as we have already heard‘, inferred that 
there is one God,—the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, 
—from this, that there is one only fountain of the Godhead, 
namely, the Father, from whom the Son and the Holy Ghost 
derive each His own origin. Tertullian, however, explains 
the subject at very great length in his treatise against 
Praxeas, chap. 2—48, where, in opposition to the Praxeans, 
who, under the pretext of the unity of God, denied all dis- 
tinction of persons in the Divine Essence, he thus learnedly 
argues; “Some room must also be given for reviewing [the 
statements of the heretics], were it only that it may not seem 
that each perversion is condemned without examination, and 
prejudged ; especially that [perversion] which supposes itself 
to possess the pure truth, in thinking that one can believe 
in one only God in no other way than by saying that the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are the very same Per- 
son. As if in this way also One were not All, in that All are 
of One,—by unity, that is, of substance,—whilst, nevertheless, 


f See book ii. 4. 9. [p. 153. ] existimat meram veritatem possidere, 
& Dandus est etiam retractatibus lo- dum unicum Deum non alias putat 
cus; vel ne videatur unaqueque per- credendum, quam si ipsum eundemque 
versitas non examinata, sed prejudi- et Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanc- 
cata damnari; maxime hec, que se tum dicat. Quasi non sic quoque unus 
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the mystery of the economy is guarded, which distributes the soox 1. 
Unity into a Trinity.” Then a little afterwards, he thus goes "32,3. 
on; “They now give it out that we preach two and three 7 
[Gods]; and assume that they themselves are worshippers 11n. 

of the one God; as if it were not the case, both that an unity 

brought together’ contrary to reason makes heresy, and that ' collecta. 
a Trinity drawn out’ in conformity with reason constitutes ? expensa, 
the truth. We hold the monarchia*, say they. And so ar- ® povapy la. 
ticulately* do even Latins, even the ignorant®*, enunciate the ¢ yocaliter. 
sound, that you would suppose they understood monarchia *Seep.631. 
as well as they pronounce it. But monarchia Latins take [769] 
pains to pronounce: economia even Greeks are unwilling to 
understand. But for myself, if I have gleaned any know- 

ledge’ of either language, I know that monarchia means no- § pre- 
thing else than single and individual rule*; yet still that, singulare 
monarchy does not on that account, because it is [the rule] et unicum 
of one, preclude him whose [rule] it is, either from having 
a son, or from having made himself a son to himself, or from 
administering his own monarchy by whom[soever] he will. 

Nay more, I say that no dominion is in such sense that of 

one, as his own’, in such sense single, in such sense a mo-7 ita unius 
narchy, as not also to be administered through other persons © “*“ 
most near [to it], whom itself has looked out for as officials 

to itself. Moreover, if he, whose the monarchy is, have a 

son, it does not forthwith become divided and cease to be a 
monarchy, if the son also be taken as a sharer in it; but it 

is on this account? in its original® his, from whom it is com- ® proinde. 
municated unto the son; and so long as it is his, it is on this waite 
account a monarchy, in that it is held together by two who 


sit omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per sub- 
stantiz scilicet unitatem; et nihilomi- 
nus custodiatur oixovoulas sacramen-. 
tum, que Unitatem in Trinitatem dis- 
ponit.... Duos et tres jam jactitant 
a nobis predicari; se vero unius Dei 
cultores presumunt; quasi non et uni- 
tas irrationaliter collecta heresim fa- 
ciat, et Trinitas rationaliter expensa 
veritatem constituat. Movapyfay, in- 
quiunt, tenemus, Et ita sonum voca- 
liter exprimunt etiam Latini, etiam 
opici, ut putes illos tam bene intelli- 
gere povapxlay quam enuntiant. Sed 
Hovapxiay sonare student Latini; oixo- 
voulay intelligere nolunt etiam Greci. 
At ego, si quid utriusque lingue pre- 


cerpsi, povapxiay nihil aliud significare 
scio, quam singulare et unicum impe- 
rium; non tamen prescribere monar- 
chiam, ideo quia unius sit, eum cujus 
sit aut fillum non habere, aut ipsum 
se sibi filium fecisse, aut monarchiam 
suam non per quos velit administrare. 
Atqui nullam dico dominationem ita 
unius sui esse, ita singularem, ita mo- 
narchiam, ut non etiam per alias proxi- 
mas personas administretur, quas ipsa 
prospexerit officiales sibi. Si vero et 
filius fuerit ei, cujus monarchia sit, non 
statim dividi eam, et monarchiam esse 
desinere, si particeps ejus adsumatur 
et filius; sed proinde illius esse prin- 
cipaliter, a quo communicatur in filium; 
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are so individual', Therefore if the Divine monarchy also is ad- 
ministered by so many legions and hosts of angels,—according 
as it is written, ‘Thousand thousands ministered unto Him, 
and ten thousand times ten thousand stood before Him? ;’— 
and it hath not on this account ceased to be [the rule] of One, 
so as to be no longer a monarchy, because it is administered 
by so many thousands of powers; how is it that God should 
be thought to suffer division and severance® in the Son and 
in the Holy Ghost, to whom are assigned the second and the 
third places, being so participant‘ in the substance of the 
Father, which [division and severance] He suffers not in the 
multitude of so many angels, and those, too, so alien from the 
substance of the Father? The members, and the pledges’, 
and the instruments, and the very power, and entire system‘ 
of a monarchy, you deem to be its overthrow; in this you 
err. I would you would exercise yourself on the sense of the 
thing, rather than on the sound of the word. For that you 
are to understand to be the overthrow of a monarchy, when 
another dominion that has a frame-work of its own, and a state 
peculiar to itself, and is thereby a rival, is brought in over and 
above it; when some other God is introduced in opposition to 
the Creator; then is it ill done, when more [gods than one 
are set up] after the manner of the Valentini and Prodici; 
then it goes to the overthrow of the monarchy, when it goes 
to the destruction of the Creator. But I, who derive the Son 
from no other source, but from the Father’s substance, [and 
represent Him] as doing nothing without the Father’s will, 
having received all power from the Father; how can I be 
doing away with the monarchy from the faith’, when I pre- 


et dum illius est, proinde monarchiam 
esse, que a duobus tam unicis conti- 
netur. Igitur si et monarchia divina 
per tot legiones et exercitus angelorum 
administratur, sicut scriptum est, Jil- 
lies millia adsistebant ei, et millies cen- 
tena millia apparebant ei; nec ideo 
unius esse desiit, ut desinat monarchia 
esse, quia per tanta millia virtutum 
procuratur; quale est ut Deus divisio- 
nem et dispersionem pati videatur in 
Filio et in Spiritu Sancto, secundum 
et tertium sortitis locum, tam con- 
sortibus substantie Patris, quas non 
patitur in tot angelorum numero, et 
quidem tam alienorum a substantia (al. 
tam a substantia alienis) Patris? Mem- 


bra, et pignora, et instrumenta, et ip- 
sam vim, ac totum censum monarchie, 
eversionem deputas ejus; non recte. 
Malo te ad sensum rei, quam ad sonum 
vocabuli exerceas. Eversio enim mo- 
narchiz illa est tibi intelligenda, quum 
alia dominatio suz conditionis et pro- 
prii status, ac per hoc e2mula superdu- 
citur; quum alius Deus infertur ad- 
versus Creatorem; tunc male, quum 
plures, secundum Valentinos et Pro- 
dicos; tunc in monarchiz eversionem, 
quum in Creatoris destructionem. Cz- 
terum qui Filium non aliunde deduco, 
sed de substantia Patris, nihil facien- 
tem sine Patris voluntate, omnem a 
Patre consecutum potestatem; quo- 
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serve it in the Son, delivered unto the Son of the Father? soox tv. 
The same I would also wish said with respect to the third de- wee 1. 
gree'; because I believe the Spirit [to proceed] from no other qyrruL-_ 
source than from the Father through the Son. Look to it, LIAN, 
therefore, lest it be you rather who are doing away with the &¢"™- 
monarchy, when you overthrow the disposition and dispensa- 
tion of It, which is established in so many Names’, as it hath ? nomini- 
pleased God.” Thus far Tertullian with very great learning. bus. 

4, Similar statements are found in Novatian’s treatise on Novartan. 
the Trinity, chap. 31‘, where he writes thus respecting God 
the Father and the Son; ‘ God indeed proceeding from God, 
making a second Person; but not taking away from the 
Father this, that He is one God. For if He had not been 
originate*®, being unoriginate, on being compared with Him ? natus. 
who is unoriginate, an equality being declared in each, He - 
would have made two unoriginate; and on that account He 
would have made two Gods, if He had not been begotten, 
on being compared with Him who was not begotten; and 
having been found equal, they would with good reason have 
made two Gods, being not begotten, and therefore Christ 
would have made two Gods, if He had been found, like the 
Father, to be without original, and, like the Father, Himself 
the principle of all things; by making two principles, He 
would by consequence have shewn to us two Gods also.” 
Then a little after he adds; ‘“ But now, whatever He is, He 
is not of Himself; because He is not unbegotten; but He 
is of the Father, because He is begotten; whether in that 


He is Word, or in that He is Power, or in that He is [771] 


modo possum de fide destruere monar- 
chiam, quam a Patre Filio traditam in 
Filio servo? Hoc mihi et in tertium 
gradum dictum sit ; quia Spiritum non 
aliunde puto, quam a Patre per Filium. 
Vide ergo, ne tu potius monarchiam 
destruas, qui dispositionem et dispen- 
sationem ejus evertis, in tot nominibus 
constitutam, in quot Deus voluit.—[p. 
601-2.] 

b (Opici;] that is rustic, uncivilized, 
barbarous people, who also speak a bar- 
barous language. The true ground of 
the meaning is that the Opici (who are 
the Osci) were of old a rude and un- 
civilized people of Campania. 

Deus utique procedens ex Deo, se- 
cundam personam efficiens; sed non 
eripiens illud Patri, quod unus est 
Deus. Si enim natus non fuisset, in- 


natus, comparatus cum eo qui esset in- 
natus, zquatione in utroque ostensa, 
duos faceret innatos; et ideo duos face- 
ret Deos, si non genitus esset, colla- 
tus cum eo qui genitus non esset; et 
zequales inventi duos Deos merito red- 
didissent non geniti, atque ideo duos 
Christus reddidisset Deos, si sine ori- 
gine esset, ut Pater, inventus, et ipse 
principium omnium, ut Pater; duo 
faciens principia, duos ostendisset no- 
bis consequenter et Deos.... Nunc 
autem quidquid est, non ex se est, quia 
nec innatus est; sed ex Patre est, quia 
genitus est; sive dum Verbum est, 
sive dum virtus est, sive dum sapientia 
est, sive dum lux est, sive dum Filius 
est; et quicquid horum est, dum non 
aliunde est, quam, sicut diximus Jam 
superius, ex Patre, Patri suo onginem 
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ov rst Wisdom, or in that He is Light, or in that He is Son; 
sities og and whatever of these He is, in that He is from no other 
Tut #%. source than, as we have already said, from the Father, owing 
His origin to His Fatber, He could not produce any discord 

in the Godhead about the number of two Gods, inasmuch 

‘ asecende. as, by being sprung‘ from Him: He derived His origin from 
_Him sho is" one God. In which way, since He is both Only- 
begotten, and First-begotten of Him who has no original, one 


*unus. Person™: is both the principle and the head of all things.” 
And then near the end of the book he thus expresses him- 
self; ‘“‘The Son, indeed, is shewn to be God, to whom 

2 porrecta. divinity is seen to be delivered and communicated’; and yet, 
nevertheless, the Father is proved to be one God, inasmuch 

‘ gradatim as, in due order, by reciprocal course’, that majesty and 

reciproce divinity [which had been given to the Son], being again 
sent out from the Son Himself, reverts and. is returned to 
the Father, who had given it [to Him.]” 

Hirroty- 5, We have elsewhere adduced Hippolytus*, arguing thus 

989 in his treatise against Noetus; “ When I say that He is an- 
other,” (that is, the Son from the Father,) “I do not say that 
there are two Gods, but [I say that He is another] as light 
from Jight, or as water from a fountain, or as a ray from the 
sun. For the Power from the Whole is one; the Whole, how- 
ever, is the Father, the Power from whom is the Word.” In 
that place I observed that Hippolytus proves that the Father 
and the Son, though distinct in person, are yet one God, by 

* a. this argument, that the Son is not God of Himself, but God 

7 of * God, and that He comes forth from’ the Father, as light 


from light, and water from the fountain, and the ray from the 
sun. Lastly, (to omit very many others, whom I could cite,) 
Origen! on the Epistle to the Romans ix. 5, has this note; 
“Of them, therefore, ‘is Christ also according to the flesh, 
who is over all, God blessed for ever.’ That Christ is one 


suam debens, discordiam divinitatis de 
numero duorum Deorum facere non 
potuit, qui ex uno Deo (al. qui ex 
illo qui est unus Deus) originem nas- 
cendo contraxit. Quo genere dum et 


Pater probatur, dum gradatim reci- 
proco meatu illa majestas atque divi- 
nitas ad Patrem, qui dederat eam, rur- 
sum ab illo ipso Filia missa revertitur, 
et retorquetur.—[p. 729. 


unigenitus est, et primogenitus ex illo 
est qui originem non habet, unus est 
omnium rerum et principium et caput. 
- «+ Deus quidem ostenditur Filius, cui 
divinitas tradita et porrecta conspici- 
tur; et tamen nihilominus unus Deus 


k Book ii. ch. 8. § 5. [p. 214.] 

1 Ex ipsis ergo est et Christus se- 
cundum carnem, qui est super omnia 
Deus benedictus in se@cula. Christum 
aliud secundum carnem esse, et aliud 
sectindum Spiritum, jam et in priori- 
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thing according to the flesh and another according to the soox 1v. 
Spirit, he has already intimated in the former parts also of °;4°5"" 
this epistle, where he says, ‘Who was made of the seed of Onicey. 
David according to the flesh; who was ordained’ the Son of [772] 
God with power, according to the Spirit of holiness.’ And ! destina- 
how He is the Son of God according to the Spirit, and the ne 
Son of David according to the flesh, we there more fully ex- 2 8] 1. 
plained to the best of our power. Him, therefore, whom he ’ — 
there called the Son of God according to the Spirit, here, as 

the course of his teaching advances, according to the progress 

of his hearers, he pronounces to be Himself ‘God, who is 

over all blessed.’ And I wonder how some persons, when they 

read what the same Apostle says in another passage, ‘There 

is one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and one Lord 

Jesus Christ, through whom are all things,’ deny that they 

ought to confess the Son of God to be God, lest they 

should seem to say that there are two Gods. And what 

will they make of this passage of the Apostle, in which it is 

plainly written that Christ is* ‘God over all?’ They, how- ? [or 
ever, who entertain these sentiments, do not observe that, as jcrmt 
he did not declare the Lord Jesus Christ to be in such sense plainly to 
one Lord, as that on this account God the Father should pee 

not be called Lord; so also he did not affirm God the 

Father to be in such a sense one God, as that the Son should 

not be believed to be God. For the Scripture is true, which 

says, ‘ Know ye that the Lord Himself is God.’ Both, how- 

ever, are one God, because the Son hath no other beginning 


of His Godhead than the Father; but the Son, as Wisdom 


duos Deos dicere videantur. 


bus hujus epistole partibus designavit, 
ubi dicit, Qui factus est ex semine David 
secundum carnem; qui destinatus est 
Filius Det in virtute, secundum Spiritum 
sanctificationis. Et quomodo secun- 
dum Spiritum Filius Dei sit, et secun- 
dum carnem Filius David, ibi plenius 

ro viribus exposuimus. Quem ergo 
ibi secundum Spiritum Filium Dei 
dixit, hic procedente doctrine ordine, 
proficientibus utpote auditoribus, De- 
um, qui est super omnia benedictus, i ip- 
sum esse pronuntiat. Et miror quo- 
modo quidam legentes, quod idem 
apostolus in aliis dicit, Unus Deus 
Pater, ex quo omnia, et unus Dominus 
Jesus Christus, per quem omnia, negent 
Filium Dei Deum debere profiteri, ne 


Et quid 
de hoc loco apostoli facient, in quo 
aperte Christus super omnia Deus esse 
perscribitur [perhibetur, ed. Bened.}? 
Sed non advertunt, qui hec ita sen- 
tiunt, quod sicut Dominum Jesum 
Christum non ita unum esse Dominum 
dixit, ut ex hoc Deus Pater Dominus 
non dicatur, ita et Deum Patrem non 
ita dixit esse unum Deum, ut Deus 
Filius non credatur. Vera est enim 
Scriptura, que dicit, Scitote, quoniam 
Dominus ipse est Deus. Unus autem 
uterque est Deus, quia non est aliud 
Filio divinitatis initium, quam Pater; 
sed ipsius unius paterni fontis, sicut 
Sapientia dicit, purissima est manatio 
Filius.—[lib. vii, 13. vol. iv. p. 612. ] 
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saith, is the most pure effluence of the one fountain of the 
ather itself.’ I am aware that Erasmus", (in order, no 
doubt, the better to defend his own absurd interpretation of 
the remarkable passage of St. Paul, Romans ix.5,) pretended 
that this paragraph was altered by Jerome, or whoever else 
was the translator; and that he endeavoured to prove this 
very point by the following argument, namely, “that it was 
strange, that Origen should here intimate that there were 
at that time persons who did not venture to call Christ God, 
lest they should seem to make a plurality of Gods'.” But, 
I ask, why is this so strange? The doctrine of the Arians, 
forsooth, is here glanced at, (so Erasmus presently explains 
himself,) who were condemned many years after Origen. 
But who but must wonder that the great Erasmus should 
either not know or not remember, that there were many 
persons, not only in the time of Origen, but many years be- 
fore him, who shrunk’ from acknowledging the Son to be a 
Divine Person distinct from the Father, lest they should 
seem to be introducing two Gods? Did not the Praxeans 
before Origen, (according to the testimony of Tertullian in 
the passage just now cited,) under pretext of the mon- 
archy, deny that God the Father had a Son personally 
distinct from, and of the same nature with, Himself? 
And did not Noetus, a contemporary of Origen, main- 
tain the same heresy? And did not Beryllus teach the 
very same, with whom Origen himself disputed publicly 
in a synod of bishops? There were others besides, both 
in the time of Origen and before it, who wholly and ab- 
solutely denied the distinct subsistence of the Son in the 
Divine Essence, and so His Godhead, lest, forsooth, they 
should make two Gods. Had this learned man never heard 
of the Ebionites, who, professing themselves to be worship- 
pers of one God the Father, affirmed Christ to be a mere 
man*; and who are mentioned by name in more passages 
than one by Origen himself, in his treatise against Celsus? 
And did not Theodotus the tanner®, a long time before 
Origen, teach that very same doctrine? Lastly, that you 


® In his notes on Rom. ix. 5. Christ, consult [ Bp. Bull’s}] Judgment 
* Concerning all theheretics hitherto of the Catholic Church, chap. 2, 8. 
enumerated, as denying the divinity of GRABE. 
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may not suppose that the passage cited was interpolated by soox 1v. 
Jerome or any other translator, you may see the same heresy “85,6. 
pierced with the same weapons in Origen’s Commentary on Oaicen. 
St. John, as edited by Huet in the Greek?. Further, this [774] 
same Origen, in his first book on Genesis, after saying that 

the Son is the everlasting brightness of the everlasting Light, 
subjoins!; “ But He was not, as we have said of the eternal 

Light, unborn ', lest we should seem to introduce two prin- ' innatus, 
ciples of Light; but as the brightness of the unbegotten Py Bp. 
Light, having that very Light as His beginning and foun- 

tain.” Lastly, in book vii. of his unquestioned work against . 
Celsus, he contends that the Christians are by no means 
chargeable with treason against God the Parent of all, albeit 

they adore with divine worship His Son also together with 
Himself. And this he proves by the argument, that all 283 
honour paid to the Son’ redounds to God the Father, who? Filii 
begat Him. His words are these'; “And Celsus cannot 
charge us with any insubordination in regard of the Son of 

God. Yea and we do indeed venerate the Father whilst we 

admire His Son, [who is] Word, and Wisdom, and Truth, 

and Righteousness, and whatsoever else we have learned the 

Son of God to be; thus also [we venerate the Father, in ad- 
miring| Him who is begotten of such a Father.” 

6. Lest any one, however, should class these also amongst Atuana- 
the dangerous sayings, as they are called, of the primitive “”~ 
fathers, I add that the same doctrine was delivered by the 
fathers who lived after the Nicene council, and who were 
unwilling to depart a hair’s breadth from its decisions. We 
have the most ample witness of this in the great Athanasius, 
the keenest defender of the Nicene faith. For thus he 
speaks in his Oration against the followers of Sabellius®; 
‘¢ But where the Principle is one and the Offspring from It 
one—an image most exact and natural, because It is also be- 


[775] 


P [See above,] chap. i. 10, of this 
book, near the end. [p. 570.] 

q@ Erat autem, non sicut de eterna 
luce diximus [innatus], ne duo prin- 
cipia lucis videamur inducere; sed 
sicut ingenitez lucis splendor, ipsam 
illam lucem initium habens ac fontem. 
—(‘lhis passage is from Origen’s com- 
mentaries on the Epistle to the He- 
brews, (Works, vol. iv. p. 697.) Itisa 


fragment only preserved in Pamphilus’ 
Apology, (c. iii, p. 25), in which it im- 
mediately follows an extract out of the 
first book on Genesis; hence the error 
in the text. ] 

® pp. 386, 387. § 13. p. 751. [quoted 
above, book ii. c. 9. § 15. p. 258. note nd 
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Father subsisting' perfect in the Son also.” But in his fifth 
Oration against the Arians, near the beginning, he states 
the matter more fully; ‘Since Christ,” he says, “ is God of 
God, and the Word, Wisdom, Son, and Power of God, on 
this account is one God announced in the divine Scriptures. 
For the Word, being Son of the one God, is referred to Him, 
of whom also He is; so that Father and Son are indeed Two, 
but the unity * of the Godhead is indivisible and unseverable. 
And in this way also there would be said to be one prin- 
ciple*® of Godhead, and not two principles, whence there is 
strictly speaking‘ a monarchy’ also. And of the principle 
Itself is the Word by nature Son, not subsisting by Himeelf, 
as if another principle, nor having come into being from s 
source external to this principle, lest from its being an- 
other * there should ensue the rule of two’, or the rule of 
several®; but of the one principle He is own Son, own 
Wisdom, own Word, subsisting from: It.’ These state- 
ments surely are clear. 

7. Basil likewise defends the unity of God against the 
Sabellians by the same reasoning, in his twenty-seventh 
Oration"; [he says,] “There are not two Gods; for neither 
are there two Fathers. Whosoever, indeed, introduces two 
Principles proclaims two Gods.” Gregory Nazianzen, in his 
thirty-second Oration, beautifully calls the Father &aors, 
‘union ;’ because, (as Petavius rightly observes,) the cause 
of the unity in the Trinity is the putting forth and proces- 
sion of One Person from Another, or, in other words, the 


els @eds" TeAelas wey év Tarpl rijs Ged- 
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656. [vol. ii. p. 42. The Benedictine 
editor rejects this oration as not written 
by St. Athanasius.—B. Bp. Bull, after 
quoting the Greek of this passage, in- 
troduces the Latin translation of it with 
the words, Que verba, ut solet, nonnihil 
obscuravit interpres. | 
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unity of principle. “There is one nature,” he says*, “to 
the Three, God; and the Father is union, from whom and 
to whom are referred what follow.” Again, in the twenty- 
‘ minth Oration’, he says; “The unity of God’, as I think, 
would be preserved, if both the Son and the Spirit are re- 
ferred to one cause, without being compounded or confused.” 
Ceesarius’, in his first Dialogue on Question IV., says that 
Moses wrote*, ‘The Lord thy God is one Lord;’ in order 
that he might raise us to the povapyia and Qcoyvacia, 
that is, “to the profession of one Principle and the know- 
ledge of God.” Which one Principle indeed is the Father, 
from whom the Son and the Holy Spirit have their origin. 
Damascene, in book i. chap. 11°, of his work, On the Ortho- 
dox Faith, says, “Wherefore we do not say three Gods, the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, but rather one God, 
the Holy Trinity; the Son and the Spirit being referred to 
one cause, without being compounded, or confused, accord- 284 
ing to the contraction? of Sabellius.”” Here any one can see * cwalpe- 
that Damascene employed the very words of the Divine’, Theologi. 
that is, of Gregory Nazianzen. Of the Latins we shall only 

quote one or two writers. Hilary, in his fourth book on the 

Trinity, says; “For [the fact] that the Son also is God does 

not take away from the Father that He is one God. For 

He is God of God, One of One; on this account one God, 
because God of Himself‘. But, on the other hand, the Son ‘ ex se 
‘is on this account not the less God, because the Father is 
one God. For He is the only-begotten Son of God, not 
unoriginate’, so as to take away from the Father that He is ° innasci- 
one God; nor is He Himself any thing else than God, be- _ 
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¢ Non enim Patri adimitur, quod 
Deus unus est, quia et Filius Deus 
sit. Est enim Deus ex Deo, unus ex 
uno; ob id unus Deus, quia ex se 
Deus. Contra vero non minus per id 
Filius Deus, quia Pater Deus unus sit. 
Est enim unigenitus Filius Dei, non 
innascibilis, ut Patri adimat, quod 
Deus unus sit; neque aliud ipse quam 
Deus, quia ex Deo natus est.—p. 37. 
[§ 15. p. 886.] 
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688 These doctrines guarded against the perversions of the 


cause He is begotten of God.” In like manner Fulgentius, 
in his Reply to the objections of the Arians, Obj. V.4, writes, 
“ For in two unbegotten [Persons] a different Godhead is 
found; but in One Begotten of One Unbegotten a natural 
unity is shewn.”’ 

8. Two points, however, should especially be observed with 
respect to this reasoning of the ancient Catholics, by which 
they prove the unity of God. First, that, so far as regards 
the words, it was embraced by the Arians also. For the 
bishops of the Arian faction, at the council of Sirmium, 
having, in the beginning of their Confession, professed with 
the Nicene fathers that the Son of God is “ God of God, Light 
of Light,” towards the end define thus‘; “ If any one say that 
the Son is unbegotten and without beginning [or principle], 
as if saying that there are two without beginning and two 
unbegotten, and making two Gods, let him be anathema; 
for the Son is the head and principle of all; but the head of 
Christ 1s God. For in this way we religiously refer all things 
through the Son to one principle of all, who is Himself with- 
out a principle'’.” It is however certain that they wrote these 
things insincerely, and with their usual sophistry. For the 
Arians believed that the Son of God was produced from God 
the Father, as His principle, in the way of creation, as all other 
things were; and the only difference that they put between 
the Son of God and the rest of the creatures was this, that 
the Son was produced at first and immediately by the Father 
out of nothing, then afterwards the other things through the 
Son; which even the bishops of the council of Sirmium 
themselves plainly indicate in those words, “ we religiously re- 
fer all things through the Son to one principle.” For by 
these words they shew plainly, that they refer alike both 
the Son and all other things to God the Father, as a prin- 
ciple; the Son immediately’, and all other things through. 
the Son. But it would be vain and altogether absurd for 
any one to endeavour to prove that the Father and the 


4 In duobus enim ingenitis, diversa 
divinitas invenitur; in uno autem 
genito ex uno ingenito naturalis unitas 
demonstratur.—[ p. 59. 
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Son are one God, from the fact that the One exists from! soox 1v. 
the Other as His principle, unless he understand a principle “'7"" 9" 
homogeneous and consubstantial. For, I repeat, unless thisi,, 
be supposed in the argument, it will take no more trouble to 
prove, what is most absurd, that all created beings are one 
God with the Father; inasmuch as all creatures have their 
origin in what manner soever from God the Father, as their 
principle. But that is a strange “God of God” of the Arians, 
who is no otherwise of God than in the way of creation, in 
which way all things that exist are of God. But you will say 
that these remarks are at any rate inapplicable to the Semi- 
Arians ; for that they held the Son to have been produced out 
of God the Father Himself, and not out of nothing”; and yet ? é€ od« 
they altogether denied that He was begotten of the substance °””” 
of the Father. I allow that there were men who of old time 
taught this doctrine, whose views I have explained already‘; 
but they always appeared to me to be of all men the most ir- 
rational. For before the creation, as there was nothing inter- 
mediate between the substance of God and nothing, so there 
could not at that time have been any production intermediate 
between a production out of the substance of God, and a pro- 
duction out of nothing. A Semi-Arian, therefore, as well as 
a semi-God, and a semi-creature, are alike monstrosities and 
prodigies, which all sensible and pious men with good reason 
abhor. The Son of God must of necessity be laid down to 
be either altogether true God, or a mere creature; it is an 
axiom of eternal truth, that there is nothing intermediate he- 
tween God and the creature, between the unmade and the 
made. The catholic fathers therefore employed this argu- 
ment with altogether better right ; forasmuch as they all with 
one consent acknowledged the consubstantiality of the Son. 

9, The second point which I put before the reader as neces- [780] 
sary to be observed is this, that this reasoning drawn from the 
unity of the principle, even though a consubstantial principle 
also be understood, is not, if it be regarded absolutely and uni- 
versally, in all respects apt and suited to shew forth and prove 
the unity of God the Father and the Son. For, as Petavius 
also rightly suggests, it has a general conclusive force’ in all ‘genera. 


cases, especially in the case of such beings as are endowed with ciudendi 
£ See Book ii. 9. 11. [p. 242. ] vim. 
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they be of the same nature with the principle from which 
they spring, do yet constitute several individuals having a 
distinct and separate subsistence. I purposely added, there- 
fore, in the proposition’, that the Father is the principle of 
the Son and of the Holy Ghost, and that both are propa- 
gated from Him, “by an internal not an external produc- 
tion ;” from which it results, that They not only are of the 
Father, but in the Father, and the Father in Them ; and that 
in the Holy Trinity, one Person cannot be separated from 
another as three human persons, or individuals! of any other 
species, are divided one from another. For they who hold 
the notion that the three hypostases of the Godhead are in 
this way separate, are rightly called Tritheists; of whose very 
gross error Hieronymus Zanchius has thus learnedly written 
in his treatise De tribus Elohim, v.1,24; “This, however,” he 
says, “they have imagined, because they also dreamed that 
the Son is begotten of the Father in such a way as to be ex- 
ternal to His essence, even as our children are. For they do 
not perceive how one thing may be generated of another, and 
be its son, in such wise as yet to remain in that from which 
it is generated. And this results from their supposing that 
all generation is? as the schoolmen express it, ad extra?, (ex- 
ternal), and none ad intra‘, (internal). The same observa- 
tion I make with respect to the procession of the Holy Ghost 


[781] from the Father and the Son. And the cause of their devis- 


yer se. 


ing these notions was, that, contemplating the Divine Essence 
with their own finite mind, they could not set It before their 
eyes as any other than finite: and they could not distinguish 
the Persons [of the Godhead] from Each Other, without also 
separating the essence of Each from the essence of the Other.” 
And, when this very error was formerly objected by the Sa- 
bellians against the Catholics, who said that the Son, equally 
as the Father, subsisted by Himself® [i. e. as a distinct Per- 
son], the bishops of the East, assembled at Antioch in the 
year 345, replied in their Confession of faith, called Macros- 
tich, in a way which I shall venture to designate as no less 


[That is, in the proposition at 627.] 
the beginning of this chapter. See p. h [vol. i. p. 518. ed. 1605. ] 


Mutual inezisience called wrepryopyots, Circumincession. 641 


catholic than beautiful’, although it appears that not a few 800k 1v. 
of those bishops favoured the Arian heresy, and although arr i 
the word consubstantial is omitted in the confession itself’, 

“But neither when we say that the Son is, and lives, and 
subsists of Himself!, just as the Father [does], do we on this? kat éav- 
account sever Him from the Father, imagining certain spaces Toy. 

and intervals? to intervene in Their conjunction’, after a bodily ? tacrh- 
fashion. For we believe that They are conjoined‘, without 5 ueratd 
any thing intervening® or any interval®, and that They subsist ris cuva- 
inseparably from Each Other ; the whole Father embosoming’ elas ao 
the Son ; and the whole Son hanging upon® and cleaving fast ¢ ex:ouvi- 
to® the Father, and alone continually reposing in His Father’s on 
bosom.” It would indeed have been strange that the Arians _gteaireb- 
who were present at that council should have subscribed [782] 
these statements, had they not confirmed with their sub-° #ord- 
scription, in the same formula, other assertions also which are 7 ayeore- 
diametrically opposed to the Arian heresy. Of that kind pimévev 
especially is the clause, that the Son of God “is by nature “wee 
perfect and very God*.” The fact is, those lovers of darkness’® 9 xpocre- 
were ready to approve any confession of faith whatever, pro- oundros 
vided only that it did not include the word “of one sub- brignes 
stance",” even though other words were inserted in it, which " vocem 
in the judgment of all men of sound mind had altogether the noouaiov. 
same meaning. I return however to my subject. The Father 

and the Son, then, are in such sense One, as that the Son is 

in the Father, and the Father in the Son; and that the One 

cannot be separated from the Other. This mode of union 

the Greek theologians call wrepsyepnors', and the Latins, 1.e. 

the schoolmen, some circumincession, others, circuminsession. 

The word is thus explained, besides other writers, by Gene- 


brard, in his second book on the Trinity™, “epuyapnots 


{ Valesius, in his Annot. on So- 
crates’ Eccles. Hist., p. 24, pronounced 
the whole of this confession of the 
Eastern bishops to be most learned 
and beautiful, (“doctissimam atque 
elegantissimam.”’ ) 
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This kind of inexistence, so to speak, our divines call circum- 
incession ; because by it certain things, however much they 
may be mutually distinguished from each other without being 
separated, do [yet] exist in each other without confusion, and 
as it were flow into each other.” 

10. I shall now shew that the ancients agreed in acknow- 
ledging a union of this kind in the Persons of the Godhead, 
beginning with the doctors who preceded the Nicene council. 
At this point, however, I would request my reader to recur 
to the store of testimonies which we accumulated in our for- 
mer books. He will there find passages cited from the fathers 
separately, which teach that the Son of God subsists in God, 
or abides in the bosom! of the Father, or that the Word is 
evermore set in’ His heart ; and, on the other hand, that the 
Father, on His part, is and exists in the Son; all which ex- 
pressions indicate not obscurely the union of which we are 
treating. Indeed, this idea is so clearly expressed in all the 
writings of, I may almost say, all the ancient authors, and is 
so repugnant to the Arian hypothesis, that I have often won- 
dered how men of sense, and well acquainted with eccle- 
siastical antiquity, could seriously charge those writers with 
Arianizing. For my part I think they might with greater 
appearance of truth have fastened on them the charge of 
Sabellianizing ; although that too is easy to be refuted, as we 
have elsewhere shewn. This also bears on the same point, 
that the same ancient writers do likewise with one consent 
profess, that the Son is begotten of the essence of the Father, 
without any cutting or division; and that He is put forth 
from® the Father in such sense as that He is in no way 
separated from the Father. This is the teaching of Justm, 
and Tatian, and Theophilus of Antioch, and Tertullian, and 
Novatian, in short of them all. Accordingly Tertullian, in 
chap. 8 of his treatise against Praxeas", says ; “This will be 
the putting forth of [scil. taught by] the truth‘, the guard 
of the Unity, whereby we” (that is, all who are catholic 
on the article of the Trinity) “say that the Son was put 

" [Quoted above, p. 194.] 
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however, can be clearer than that passage of Athenagoras ° 9, 1 0. 
which I have adduced in my second book, in chap.4,§9, 
at the very beginning [p. 152.]? For there the learned 

writer, after stating that the Father and the Son are One, 
immediately declares the mode of Their union in these words ; 

‘‘The Son being in the Father, and the Father in the Son, 

by the unity and power of the Spirit.” You will find state- 

ments clearly parallel in Clement of Alexandria, quoted in 

the same book, chap. 6, § 4, [p. 186.] And Tertullian ex- [784] 
pressed the same [truth] with no less clearness than suc- 
cinctness, in chap. 12 of his treatise against Praxeas°, where 

‘he says that the Holy Trinity is “one substance in three 
coherent [Persons],’’ and therefore not diverse substances in 

Three [Persons] mutually divided One from the Other, and 
subsisting apart. Tertullian again, in chap. 25 of the same 
treatise?, writes ; “The connection ' of the Father in the Son, ' connexus. 
and of the Son in the Comforter, produces three [Persons] co- 

herent one to another. These three [Persons] (tres) are one 

thing (unum), not one Person (unus.)” And again, at the end 

of chap. 84, “The Trinity, flowing down from the Father 
through intertwined and connected steps*, does not at all dis- * consertos 
turb the monarchy.” Lastly, at the end of chap. 2. in the same vexos pra- 
treatise, he observes that in the Trinity there ist “number ™- 
without division.” Very clear also is the passage from Origen, 

which also we quoted in our second book, chap. 9, § 19, at 

the very end [pp. 268, 269]; where Origen professedly im- 

pugns the error of those “who cut the Divine Nature into 

parts, and, so far as lies in them, divide God the Father.” 

** Whereas,” he says, “to entertain such an idea, even in a 

slight degree, respecting a nature which is incorporeal, is [a 

mark] not only of extreme impiety, but also of the last de- 

gree of folly; nor is it at all congruous, even as a matter 

of conception’, that a substantial division of an incorpo- ?* velad in. 
real nature should be imaginable. But rather as will pro- eigen 
ceeds from mind, and yet neither cuts off any portion of quem 
the mind, nor is separated or divided from it, in some such 


© [See above, p. 195, note t. ¥ (Quomodo autem] numerum sine 
1{ See above, p. 205, note t. divisione [patiuntur, procedentes re- 
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way is it to be supposed that the Father begot the Son.” 
Again, although in his undoubtedly genuine work against 
Celsus, Origen throughout teaches that the Divine Nature 
and essence is common to the Son with the Father, as we have 
already abundantly proved, yet in the fourth* book of that 
treatise he expressly asserts that the nature of God is “ in- 
corruptible, simple, uncompounded, and indivisible.” Where 
also he immediately adds, that the Son of God subsists in 
the form or nature of God; and that, therefore, the self-same 
attributes of the Divine Nature belong to Him. Yea, and 
shortly afterwards, in the same passage, he calls the Son of 
Godt, “God the Word, who is in Him (the Father).” Cer- 
tainly, whoever shall duly weigh that remarkable passage of 
Origen, will see that therein it is distinctly taught that Two 
hypostases, the Father and the Son, subsist without any 
division in the same Divine Essence. See book 1. 9, 14. [p. 
255.] You will find a remarkable testimony of Dionysius 
of Rome of similar import in chap. 11. § 1. of the same book, 
[pp. 302, 303;] in which that great man sharply rebukes 
those “ who divide, and cut up, and destroy that most sacred 
doctrine of the Church of God, the Monarchy, dividing it 
into three powers (so to say), and divided hypostases, and 
Godheads three.” In opposition to their heresy he shortly 
after states the catholic doctrine, saying; “For the Divine 
Word must needs be one with the God of all; and the Holy 
Ghost must needs repose and habitate in God; and further, 
thus the Divine Trinity must be gathered up and brought to- 
gether into One, as into a point,—the God (I mean) of all, 
the Almighty.” These words of Dionysius are no small 
confirmation of the definition of the mrepsyepnots which the 
very learned Bellarmine" embraced, saying that the rept 
xopnocs is “the intimate and perfect inhabitation of one per- 
son in another.” Lastly, (not to say too much on so plain a 
matter,) in § 5 of the same chapter, [p. 809,] you will find 
a passage quoted from Dionysius of Alexandria, in which 
that celebrated writer remarks on the ignorance of those 


* (§ 14. p. 510. Quoted above, p. —§15.p. 511.] 
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who “know not, that neither is the Father, in that He is sBoox tv. 
the Father, separated from the Son; for the name is calcu- $10, TL 
lated to introduce [the idea of | the union; neither is the [786] 
Son removed from the Father; for the designation ‘ Father’ 
manifests the communion; and in Their hands is the Spirit, 
which is not capable of being severed either from Him that 
sends, or Him that conveys Him.” This same writer also 
makes this statement, that “the Trinity is gathered up into 
a Unity* without being divided or diminished.” Lastly,in 287 
his reply to quest. iv. of Paul of Samosata’, he speaks 
thus of the three Persons of the Holy Trinity ; “The Two 
hypostases ” (that is, of the Father and of the Son) “are in- 
separable, and also the insubsisting Spirit of the Father, 
which was in the Son.” . 

11. It remains for me to shew that the fathers who wrote 
after the rise of the Arian controversy agreed with these 
[whom I have mentioned.| And, inasmuch as the! passages ' sententie. 
in those fathers which bear upon this point are innumerable, 
we will bring forward a few testimonies from them, which 
may be taken as a specimen of the rest. Alexander of 
Alexandria, in his epistle to Alexander of Constantinople 
writes thus’ on that passage of John the evangelist; “The 
only-begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father.” 
“For the divine teacher, purposing to shew that the Father 
and the Son are two things? inseparable from one another, ? xpdypyara 
spoke of Him as being in the bosom of the Father.” The Bo. 
same writer afterwards, in the same epistle*, says that the 
saying of Christ, ‘I and My Father are one,’ “is a statement 
significative of His natural glory and high birth’, and of His 3 edyevelas. 
abiding with the Father.” In like manner Athanasius, in [787] 
his fifth Oration against the Arians, says”; “But as he 
who says that the Father and the Son are two, says [that 
there is] one God; so let him who says [that there is] 
one God, regard the Father and the Son as Two [ Per- 

x [Quoted above, p. 309.] See An- airdy év rots xéAmrots tov TMarpds 


notations on chap. 11. [of book ii.] dvduacey—Apud Theodorit. Eccl. 
p- 150. (folio) col. 1. [of Grabe’s edi- Hist.,i. 4. p. 11. edit. Valesii. [p. 12.} 


tion, in the appendix to this volume. ]— * (ray 38] Tis pucks abrov 5dtns 
GRABE, we nal evyevelas, kal wapa t@ Tlarph 
Y [p. 280; quoted above, p. 238. povijs onpavriKav Adywv.—p. 15. [ p.16. ] 
2 wpovootmevos yap 6 Oeios Serxvivat b GAN dowep 56 Aéywr Marépa 


BiSdonados GAAhAwY axdpiorra mpdy- Kal vidy 340, ga Cady Aye, obrws 
para 360, roby Marépa xa) roy viby, ivra = 6 Adywy eva Gedy, 00 ppovelrw Marépa 


x 


646 Pseudo-Dionysius Areop. ; illustration of the wepeyopnars. 


on the sons,] being One (&) in Godhead, and in that the Word 

vation or from! the Father is incapable of being parted, divided, 
tHe sox. or separated from Him.” So far, however, as it is possible 
I dx. for divine things to be shadowed forth by corporeal, the 
pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite sets forth the mutual in- 

* dvéwaptu. dwelling? of the Divine Persons in each other in an admi- 
rable similitude, (with which Genebrard was wonderfully 
pleased,) in his treatise on the Divine Names, chap. 2. 
These are his words‘; “ United indeed ... and common [to 
the Trinity of one original] is the abiding and resting*® in 
One Another, if one may so express it, of the Hypostases 
that are of one original‘, [an abiding and resting] more 
than united, integrally, and in no part confused, as the 
lights of torches, (to use sensible and familiar examples,) 
that are in one room, [i.e. the light proceeding from each 
respectively,] are both entire in entire, each in the other, un- 
mixed, and have in all exactness their distinction from each 
other subsisting in each separate’ light ; being united in their 
distinctness and distinguished in their union. Thus, for ex- 
ample, when there are several torches in a room, we see the 
[respective] lights of all united so as to become’ one light, 
and lighting up one indivisible radiance; and, as I think, no 
one would be able to distinguish, out of the air which in- 
cludes all their respective lights, the ight of this particular 
torch from the rest, and to see one [light] without another, 
they being combined without being mixed, entire in entire. 
But further, if one should withdraw one of the torches out 
of the room, there will go away along with it the whole of 
its own light, [yet] not drawing along with it any thing of 
the other lights, nor leaving any of its own to the others; 


5 Bpveis. 


* dvapys- 
eov. 


5 U3ixes. 


6 axpbds. 


[788] 


kal vibv, év dvras tH Oedrnti, Kal re e 
abrod audpicrov, nal ddialperoy, xa) 
&xapiorov elvat roy Adyor ard Tov Ma- 
+pés.—f[ Orat. iv. 10. vol. i. p. 624. ] 

© qveopdvoy pév eoris [TH évapxinp 
Tpidd:,) cal eowdy .. . H év dAAHAas, ef 
obra xph pdva, rev évapyinay Srocrd- 
cewv pov, Kal Spucts, dAikas bwepynvw- 
pévn, wal ovder) pepe cuvynexunérn, Ka- 
Odrep para Aaurthpwy, Iva aicOnrois 
wal oixelois xphowua wapadelypacw, 
bvra ev ofkq évi, nal Aa ev GAAHAAS 
bAas éoriy axpaipy7, Kal axpiBy rhv 
am GAAfAwy iducas bpicrauerny exer 
Sidupiow, qvapéva ti diaxploe, nal ti 


évdces Staxexptpéva. wal your dp@pev ev 
olkq woAAGy evéyrwr Aauwrhpay, xpds 
év rt pas évodmeva Ta rdvTaY Poa, Kal 
play alyAny adidxpiroy a&vaAduworra. 
xal odk ky tis, &s oluas, Sévarta rovee 
Tov Aautripos To Pas awd Tev BAAw 
ex Tov wdyra ra para weptéxovros dépos 
Siaxpivar, xal idSeiy kvev Oardpov Odre- 
pov, SdAwy éy SAos Guryas ovyxexpape- 
vov. &AAd xa) ef Toy eva Tis Tey wupcay 
dwetayd-yo. Tov Swpariov, cvvetercbve- 
rat Kal Td oixetov Gray das, obdéy 7 
Trav érépay péruv dv éauT@ cuvermionre- 
bevoy, } rou éavrov rots érépois xara- 
Acixov' qv yap avrav, Swep pny, 4 


St. Basil and St. Cyril of Alexandria. 647 


for, as I said, their [union] was the perfect union of wholes 300x 1v. 
to wholes, absolutely unmixed, and in no part confused: and Sli, in. 
this truly in a corporeal substance, the air, and so as that the = 
light was depending on material fire; whereas we say that the 
super-substantial union has its place not only above those 

unions that exist in bodies, but also above those that exist in 

souls themselves, and in minds themselves.” It is most certain 

that he who wrote this splendid passage was not Dionysius [789] 
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the Areopagite; it is clear, however, that he was a very 
early writer. The very learned and right reverend Pearson, 
with whom I gladly agree, thinks that he wrote not long 
after the beginning of the fourth century. | 

12. Basil sets forth this subject remarkably well in several 
places, especially in his forty-third epistle*, where he treats 
thus of the Persons of the Godhead ; “ For it is not possible 
to conceive of section or division in any way ; so as that either 
the Son should be conceived of as apart from the Father, or 
the Spirit be severed from the Son. But both the commu- 
nion and the distinction in Them is apprehended as being an 
imeffable and inconceivable one; the difference of the Per- 
sons not rending asunder! the continuity of their nature; nor? d.acxd- 
the community in the essence confounding what is peculiar in “”” 
their characteristics?.” In what follows in the same place ? 7v i&d- 
of Basil there is more well worth reading. Cyril of Alexan- “yepiapd- 
dria, in the seventh book of his Thesaurus‘, designates the 7” 
Father “the natural place” (tdmov gdvotxdyv,) of the Son. 
Euthymius, in his Panoply ’, briefly but accurately explains 
the whole notion of the wepsxyepyois [circumincession] in 
these words; “And we say that These [Persons of the God- 
head] are in Each Other, both because of Their mutually 


viod Siatevy Ova. GAAd Tis Eppyros Kad 


SrAwy xpds Bra wavreAhs wos dpmiyhs 
xabdAou, kal obdev) péper cuprepuppern. 
nal ratra bytws év cdpari, THE kept, Kad 
dE evdAov Tov rupds Aprnuevou Tov pw- 
Tos, Srovye Kal thy ixepotciov evwow 
brepidptcda papéy ob Tay ev coHpact 
pedvov évécewv, GAAG Kal rev év Wuxais 
abrais nal év abrois vdots, «.7.A.—[§ 4. 
p. 818. 

4 Vindic. Epist. Ignat., part i. [c. 2.] 
p- 7. [p. 70. ed. 1852.}] and c. 10 
throughout. 

© ob ydp dorw éxwojoa Trophy, i 
dialpeoty, nar’ oddéva rpéwov’ Gs 4 vidy 
xwpts Marpds vonOjvat, } 1d nveiua Tot 


d&xatravdnros éy rovrots KaradapBdvera 
Kal % Kowwvla kal 4 didepiois’ ofre Tis 
Ttav trootdcewy Siapopas 1d rijs pv- 
cews cuvexts Siaordons, obre ris Kard 
thy ovclay Kowdtnros Td i&kdfoy ray 
yuwpiopdray dvaxeovons.—tom. iii. p. 
67. [ Ep. xxxvili. 4. vol. iii. p. 118.] 

£ [&’ obras efrw, téros abtg@ pucinds 
6 marhp.—vol. v.] p. 51. 

& dy GAAhAaus 6¢ ravras pauev did 
Te Thy GAANAOUXiav avTav, Kal Td de- 
paddAnaoy, kal did +d admreplyparrov kal 
axapnrov térw’ eri St ral bia Thy play 
tourwy GedryTa.—Part i, tit. 2. 
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John Damascene, on the repeyapnacs. 


ox tue having! and bearing each other?, and because of Their being 
incapable of being circumscribed and contained in place; 


SUBORDI- 
NATION OF 


tHe son. and further, because of Their one Godhead.”’ 


Damascene 


* dAAnAov- in more than one passage treats of this subject, and explains 


xlay. 

3 rd ge 

AwAop. 
[790 


3 supposita. 


TOU. 


5 fy erGa:. 


© dy pepe- 
propévors. 


7 dvexpot- 
rhrovs. 

8 ad:acrd- 
TOUS. 

9 repixw- 
povoas. 


[791] 


pda. it admirably. In the first book of his work on the Orthodox 


Faith, chap. 11, after he had said that in [the case of} 
things created, individuals’ are not mutually in each other, 
but exist separately, and that accordingly we speak of two 
or three men, and of many [men], he goes on to shew 


that the case of the Persons in the most Holy Trinity is 


altogether different"; “For neither,” he says, “can we speak 
‘asepry- of local interval, in the case, ‘of the uncircumscribed‘ God- 
head, as we do in the case of ourselves; for the Persons 
exist in Each Other; not so as to be confused, but attached 
to’ (One Another], according to the words of our Lord, ‘I 


am in the Father, and the Father in Me.’ ” 


And a little 


after he adds; “ For the Godhead is, to speak concisely, indi- 
visible in divided® [Persons]; and, as in the case of three 
suns that join on to each other, and have no interval between 
them, there is one commixture and conjunction of Their 


hight.” 


Here he employs almost the same similitude which 


we just now shewed that the pseudo-Dionysius used. Again, 
in book i. c. 5*, treating of the Divine Persons, he says, 
“We know, that They cannot go forth from’, or be set apart® 
from Each Other, and that they are united, and mutually 
contained’®, without being confused, One in the Other; and 
(that They are] united without being confused,—for They 
are Three, although They be united—and distinguished with- 


out interval. 


For although each [Person] subsists by Him- 


0 x6’ éav- self, that is, is a perfect hypostasis, and has His own pe- 
culiar property, in other words, His mode of existence, dif- 
" bdpopov. ferent" [from that of the Others] ; yet They are united both 


We 


b obre yap TomiuKhy Sidoraciw, ds ep’ 
juav, Suvdueba ex) ris dwrepirypdrrov 
Adgyeww OedrnTos. ev adAAhAas yap ai 
drooracets eioly, oy Sore cvyxeicGat, 
GAN’ Gore ExecOa, xara toy rov Kv- 
plov Adyov, ‘Eyw ev r@ Tarpl, xal 6 
Tlarhp év duol.....dauépioros yap év pepe- 
piopeévars, ef Set ouvrdus eimecv, 7 Oed- 
Tns, Kal olov év HAlios Tpioly éxoudvars 
GAAHAwY, Kal adiacrdrots obot, ula Tov 
gwrds ciyxpacis te kal ouvddera.— 


[c. 8. vol. i. p. 140.) 

k dvexporrhrous St avras nal &dia- 
aordrous GAAhAwy, kal jnvwpévas, nal ev 
dAAHAGS aovyxiTws reptxwpotoas em- 
orducba’ Kal jvwpedvas ply aovyxdtros® 
Tpeis yap eloww, ef kal hywvras’ draspov- 
pevas 5t ddiacrdrws. ef yap kal éxaory 
Ka’ éaurhy ipéornney, Hyouv redrela 
éorly Swrécracts, kal thy oinelay idd- 
TnTa, Hrou tov THs iwdptews rpdwow bi- 
dgupoy xéxTytat, GAA” fvorrat TH re 


Synesius, Marius Victorinus, and St. Ambrose. 649 


in Their essence and in their natural properties!; and, in soox tv. 
that They are not removed by an interval, nor go out from $"fo"13, 
the Father’s hypostasis*, They both are, and are said to: iBidpact. 
be, also, one God only.” To these testimonies of the Greeks ? ris xa- 
I shall add, to refresh the reader, a verse from Synesius, Tpucns Oxo- 
bishop of Cyrene, who flourished at the commencement of 
the fifth century. In his third hymn he thus sings!: 

Thee I sing, O Trinity ;— 

Unity Thou art, being Trinity ; 

Trinity Thou art, being Unity ; 

And intellectual * division 


Holds yet unrent 
That which is separated. 


3 yoepa 8é 
To 


The same also occurs in his fourth hymn. 


13. Among the Latins, Marius Victorinus, at the begin- 289 
ning of his second book against Arius, thus speaks of God 
the Father and the Son™; “ But whilst we acknowledge Two [792] 


severally, we yet say that there is one God, and that Both 
are one God, because the Father is in the Son, and also the 
Son in the Father.” In like manner Ambrose, on Luke, 
book x. chap. 20, says"; “ Both the Father is Lord, and the 
Son is Lord; ‘the Lord said unto my Lord;’ and not two 
Lords, but one Lord; because both the Father is God and 
the Son is God, but yet one God; because the Father is in 
the Son, and the Son is in the Father.” Again, in book ii. 
on Faith, chap. 2°, he says; “The Father and the Son have 
distinction, as Father and Son; but they have no separation 
of Godhead.” Again, in his treatise on the Dignity of Man’s 
Creation, chap. 2”, he thus connects together in a brief and 
acute statement, both the unity of principle and the circum- 
incession ; “ He is called God the Father on this account, 


obalg, nal rois puoikots iSidpact, Ka) 
7@ ph BioracOa, pndt exporrgy ris 
warps drocrdcews, kal els Oeds cial 
ve xa) Aéyovra:.—[p. 210.]} 

1 “uve oe rpids. 
Movas ef, rpids &v* 
Tpids ef, povads dv. 
Noepa 8€ Toua 
“Acxioroy ert 
Td pepic Oey Exer.—[p. 324. ] 

™ Sed cum fatemur singulos duos— 
[an legendum Deos ?—B. ] unum tamen 
Deum dicimus, et ambos unum Deum, 
qaod et Pater sit in Filio, et Filius in 


Patre.—[ Bibl. Patr. Galland., vol. viii. 
p. 175.] 

" Et Pater Dominus, et Filius Do- 
minus; Dirit Dominus Domino meo; et 
non duo Domini, sed unus Dominus; 
quia et Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, 
sed unus Deus; quia Pater in Filio, et 
Filius in Patre.—[x. 4. vol. i. p. 1504. ] 

° Pater et Filius distinctionem ha- 
bent, ut Pater et Filius; separationem 
divinitatis non habent.—[ii. 3. vol, ii. 
p. 476. ] 

P Ideo autem dicitur Deus Pater, 
ania inse est ex quo; et sapientia est, 


650 On the union of the Divine Persons ; Pseudo-Ambrose 


on tue because He is that from which (all things spring]; and: 
nation oy Lthe Son is] Wisdom, by which all things are ordered ; and 
tae son. (the Spirit is] Love, whereby all things will to continue so as 
they were ordered. He therefore from whom [They are], 
and He who is from Him, and He by whom the Two love 
Kach Other, are Three ; and these Three are therefore One, 
because the Two are so from One, as that They are yet not 
separated from Him; They are, however, of' Him, because 
not from’ Themselves; and in Him, because not separate; 
> ipsum moreover, They are the very same which*® He [is]; and He 
qued. the very same which‘ They [are]: and They are not the very 


1 ex. 


3a. 


‘: 
quod. same which® He is, and He is not the very same which* They 
“ are.” Here, I repeat, he joins together the unity of prin- 


¢ ipsa que. Ciple and the circumincession, shewing that the Son and the 
Holy Ghost not only are of the Father, but are in Him, and 
are not in any degree separated from Him ; and, consequently, 
that all the Three are one God; one and the same in nature 
and essence ; but three in subsistence. Hilary, on the Trinity, 
book viii., says‘, that “the Father is in the Son, and the Son 
in the Father, by the unity of an inseparable nature; not 
confused, but undivided; not mixed, but without difference; 
not cohering, but existing ; not unconsummated, but perfect. 
7 nativitas. For there is begetting’, not division ; and a Son, not an adop- 
tion ; and God, not a creation, &c. The Apostle therefore 
holds this faith of the Son abiding in the Father, and of the 
Father in the Son, declaring that to him ‘there is one God, 
the Father, and one Lord, Christ.” When Hilary here says 
that the union of the Father and the Son is not cohering, he 
only excludes such coherence as exists in things formed out 


[793] 


8 alioqui. 


of matter. 


qua ordinantur omnia; et dilectio, qua 
se volunt omnia ita manere, ut ordinata 
sunt. Ex quo ergo, et qui ex eo, et 
quo se diligunt ipsa duo, tria sunt, et 
illa tria ideo unum, quia sic sunt ex 
uno illa duo, ut tamen ab ipso non sint 
separata; sed ex ipso sunt, quia non a 
se; et in ipso, quia non separata; et 
ipsum ipsa, quod ipse ; et ipsum ipse, 
quod ipsa; et non ipsum ipsa qui ipse, 
et non ipsa ipse que ipsa.—[This 
treatise is wrongly ascribed to Am- 
brose. See Op., vol. ii. Append., p. 
611.—B.] 


For in another view®, the catholic doctors, as we 


q [Una igitur fides est] Patrem in 
Filio, et Filium in Patre, per insepara- 
bilis nature unitatem (confiteri}; non 
confusam, sed indiscretam ; neque per- 
mixtam, sed indifferentem; neque co- 
herentem, sed existentem; neque in- 
consummatam, sed perfectam. Nati- 
vitas est enim, non divisio; et Filius 
est, non adoptio; et Deus est, non 
creatio, &c. Tenet hanc itaque ma- 
nentis in Patre Filii, et Patris in Filio 
fidem, unum Deum Patrem, et unum 
Dominum Christum sibi esse aposto- 
lus preedicans.—([Vvili. 41. p. 972. ] 


and St. Hilary, St. Jerome, and Fulgentius. 


have seen, did not hesitate to assert that the Father and 200k rv. 
the Son mutually cohere. Jerome, on the third chapter of E13. 
Ezekiel’, writes, “ The Son is the place! of the Father, as therjoca.. 
Father, likewise, is the place of the Son; as our Lord and 
Saviour says, ‘I am in the Father, and the Father in Me.’ ” 

Lastly, Fulgentius, in his third book to Monimus, chap. 7°, 

shews that one human being exists with’ another human? apud. 
being, by whom he is most beloved, in one sense, and the 

Word with the Father in another sense, in these words; 

‘* For [one] man is with’ [another] man in such sense, as that * apud. 
it is not only possible for him not to be* with him, but impos- ‘ non esse 
sible to be® in him substantially, even when he is with him. poewe mon 
For he who is in this sense with another, is in reality exter- possit. 
nal to him; because when he is with him in the sincerity of | 
love, he is separated from him in place, how great soever may 

be the affection with which they are bound each to the other. 

But the Word is with God, as a word is in the mind, or 

@ purpose in the heart. For when the mind has a word with® ¢ apud. 
itself, it has it of course by [the act of] thinking, because to 

speak with’ one’s-self is nothing else than to think with one’s-? apud. 
self. When therefore the mind thinks, and by thinking gene- [794] 
rates within itself a word, it generates the word of* its own sub- * de. 
stance; and in such wise does it generate that word of itself, 

as that when begotten it has it with itself. Nor 1s the word, 

which is the offspring of the mind, any thing less? than the ° nec mi- 
mind from which it springs; because as great as is the mind pa 1" 
which generates the word, so great also is the word itself. 

For as the word is born of the whole mind, so does it, when 

born, continue within the whole [mind]. And because, 


when the mind is engaged in thought, there is not any part 
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® Filius locus est Patris, sicut et 
Pater locus est Filii, dicente Domino 
Salvatore, Ego in Patre, et Pater in Me. 
—(i. 3. in Ez. iii, 12. vol. v. p. 31.] 

* Homo enim apud hominem sic 
est, ut non solum apud eum non esse 
possit, sed etiam cum apud eum est, 
in ipso substantialiter esse non possit. 
Vere enim qui sic apud alium est, ex- 
tra illum est ; quia cum estapud illum 
sinceritate dilectionis, loco discernitur, 
quantolibet affectu invicem sibi uter- 
que jungatur. Sed sic est Verbum 
apud Deum, sicut est in mente ver- 
bum, sicut in corde consilium. Cum 


enim mens apud se verbum_habet, 
utique cogitando habet, quia nihil aliud 
est apud se dicere, quam apud se cogi- 
tare. Cum ergo mens cogitat, et cogi- 
tando verbum intra se generat, de sua 
substantia generat verbum; et sic illud 
verbum generat de se, ut genitum ha- 
beat apud se. Nec minus aliquid ha- 
bet verbum, quod ex mente nascitur, 
quam est mens, de qua nascitur; quia 
quanta est mens, que generat verbum, 
tantum est etiam ipsum verbum. Si- 
cut enim de tota mente nascitur ver- 
bum, sic intra totam permanet natum. 
Et quia cogitante mente non est ejus 


652 i. In what sense predicated of the two Natures in Christ ; 


on tne Of it in which the word is not, therefore the word is as great 
nariot or 88 i8 the mind itself, of which it is; and when it is with 
tre son. it', it is in it; and what the mind itself is, that the word is, 
‘apud —s which is of it and init; and as great as it [the mind] is, s0 
fllam; scil. . op . 
mentem, great is the word also, because it is of the whole, and in 
the whole [mind], and the word itself is as great as is the 
‘mind itself also together with the word. For the word is 
not so born from it [the mind] as to be locally separated 

from it.” 
14. For the rest there are three points which we have to 
observe, on the wreprywpnocs, (circumincession,) of the Persons 
in the most Holy Trinity. First; when some of the ancients‘ 


also attribute circumincession to the two natures in Christ, 


7 elsdaah- which they say interpenetrate each other?, we must under- 
Nupese stand them to use the expression in a less proper sense®, For 
‘minus inasmuch as trepiywpnots (circumincession), properly speak- 
Prop’ ing, is the union of those things which mutually enter each 
‘usque- other throughout’, (as the preposition 7repi indicates,) it is re- 
wea" quired unto it that neither of the things thus united be exter- 
nal to the other; but that wherever one of them is, there also 

does the other exist. Now in Christ, the Divine Nature indeed 

does throughout enter into the human, but the human does 

not in its turn enter into the Divine ; forasmuch as the human 

nature is finite and circumscribed, the Divine infinite and 
immeasurable; whence it is impossible that the former be 

290 wheresoever the latter is. But in the Trinity the circum- 
Incession 1s most proper and perfect, forasmuch as the Per- 

[795] sons mutually contain Each Other, and all the Three have 
an immeasurable whereabouts ; (tmmensum uli, as the school- 

men express it;) so that wheresoever one Person is, there 

the other two exist; in other words, They all are every 

where. Whence Tertullian says, in his treatise against 

shots, Praxeas, c. 23; “We know that God is even’ in the depth 


below, and that He every where subsists; and that the Son 


aliquid, ubi in ea verbum non sit, ideo 
verbum tantum est, quanta est mens 
ipsa, de qua est; et cum apud illam 
est, in illa est; et quod ipsa mens est, 
hoc est verbum, quod de illa et in illa 
est, et quanta illa est, tantum etiam 
verbum est, quia de tota, et in tota est. 
Tantumque est ipsum verbum, quanta 


simul est et mens ipsa cum verbo. 
Neque enim sic de illa verbum nasci- 
tur, ut ab ea localiter secernatur.— 
(iii. 7. p. 49. ] 

t Gregor. Naz. Orat. li. p. 740. [Ep. 
ci. t. li. p. 87. ed. Par. 1840.] Daimas- 
cen. , Orthod. Fide, iii. 5. [p. 210, 
211. 


li. precludes Sabellianism ; iii. is most mysterious. 658 


also, as inseparable from Him, is every where with Him.” In soox w. 
the next place, I would remind the reader, that this doctrine $1: 3.14, 
of the circumincession of the Persons in the Trinity is so far ————_ 
from introducing Sabellianism, that it is of great use (as Peta- . 

vius has also observed) for [establishing] the diversity of the 
Persons, and for confuting that heresy. For in order to that 

mutual existence [in each other], which is discerned in the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, it is absolutely neces- 

sary that there should be some distinction between those who 

are thus joined together! ; that is, that those that exist mutu-! copula-’ 
ally in each other, should be different in reality, and not in torum. 
mode of conception only. For that which is simply one is 

not said to exist in itself, or to interpenetrate itself. This is 
touched on by Cyril of Alexandria also, in his Thesaurus, book 

xii.", where he says; “In order that by the [statement] that 

This [Person*] is seen [to exist] in That, and That in This, ? robrov. 
He may shew the identity of the Godhead, and the unity of 

the substance: and by the [statement], that one is in an- 

other, it may not be conceived to be one in number.” Refer 

also to the passage of the pseudo-Dionysius, which we have 
already quoted in this chapter. Lastly, this is especially to 

be considered, that this circumincession of the Divine Per- 

sons is indeed a very great mystery, which we ought rather 
religiously to adore, than curiously to pry into. No simili- [796] 
tude can be devised, which shall be in every respect apt to 
illustrate it; no language avails worthily to set it forth; 

seeing that it is an union which far transcends all other 
unions, as we just now heard that most learned writer say, 

who is commonly called Dionysius the Areopagite. In the 

midst of this darkness which involves us, we both conceive 

and speak, or rather lisp, like children, concerning this and 

other Divine mysteries. While we are in this life, we behold 

our God as it were in a glass darkly®, but the time will come, s in enig- 
or rather, eternity, which is beyond all time and period, will ™4 
come, wherein we shall see Him face to face. The beatific 

vision of God will then chase all darkness from our minds. 

Let us earnestly and humbly supplicate the Divine mercy 
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654 Knowledge of this mystery desired, rather than possessed, 
on tue night and day, to make us worthy of this at the last. Mean- 


vattow oe While, 90 long as we are on our way’, we rather desire to know, 

tar son. than do [actually] know clearly, “ what” (to use the words of 

1 viatores. the learned Athenagoras*) “is the Oneness of the Son with 
the Father; what is the communion of the Father with the 
Son; and what the Spirit is; and what is the union of 
These that are so great, and [what] the distinction of Them 
united ; the Spirit, the Son, and the Father.” 
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OF THE ENTIRE WORK. [797] 


THRovueH a boundless ocean, so to say, of ancient writers, Conciv- 
the grace of God prospering our vqyage, we are at length suc- _ *°*: 
cessfully, as I hope, reaching our port. For I think that I have 
fulfilled the promise which I made when I began this work; in- 
asmuch as I have shewn, by many and clear testimonies, the 
consent of primitive antiquity with the fathers of the council of 
Nice, on these four heads; first, that Christ our Lord in His 
higher nature existed before [His birth of] the most blessed 
Virgin Mary, and, further, before the creation of the world, 
and that through Him all things were made; secondly, that 
in that very nature, He is of one substance with God the 
Father, that is, [that] He is not of any created and mutable 
essence, but of a nature entirely the same with the Father, 
and consequently very God; thirdly, which is a consequence 
of this, that He is co-eternal with God the Father, that is, a 
Divine Person co-existing with the Father from everlasting ; 
lastly, that He Himself is, nevertheless, subordinate to God 
the Father, as to His Author and Principle. The first article, 
indeed, I touched on lightly and briefly', because the Arians ' strictim. 
of their own accord conceded it, although by this very con- 
cession, that God the Father, I mean, created all things out 
of nothing through the Son, they appear to me to have 
simply given up their own cause. For I am quite of opinion 
with the more sound of the schoolmen, that to a creature 
made out of nothing, such as the Arians imagined the Son 
of God to be, the power of producing other things out of 
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nothing can in no measure be communicated. One of these, 
Estius*, says, “It is impossible for a creature to be raised 
by supernatural power to a capacity of acting of such sort, as 
that he should co-operate as a physical instrument in the 
work of creation; inasmuch as it pertains to the proper 
nature of an instrument of this kind to operate by means of 
something belonging to itself in the way of disposing’ towards 
the effects of the principal cause. Wherefore a creature 
cannot be employed, even by Divine power, as a physical in- 
strument, for creating, supposing the proper nature of an 
instrument of this kind to continue unimpaired.” The 
ground of the argument he had previously set forth in the 
game passage’; “Nothing,” he says, “can be.a principal 
cause of creation unless it possess infinite power’; for the 
more remote the form to be produced is from its state of 
potential existence®, the greater power is required in thé 
agent; and consequently, in order to produce a form where 
there is no potential existence‘, as is the case in creation, an 
infinite power is required; but this it is impossible to com- 
municate to a created being.” Hence from the work of 
creation [being] common to the Father and the Son, the 
ancient catholic writers, even those who wrote before the 
Nicene council, inferred the common Divinity of both. Nay, 
Origen himself, in his second book against Celsus, expressly 
teaches that nothing except the Word of God Himself, that 
is to say, nothing external to God Himself, could have had 
power to effect the creation of the universe. For on Gene- 
sis i. 26, “Let Us make man,” &c., and on the passage 
of David, Psalm exlviii. 5, “He spake the Word and they 
were made,” &c., he thus comments in that place; “ For if 
God commanded and: the creatures were made, who else 
must He be, who, according to the mind of the prophetic 


* Non potest creatura supernaturali 
virtute elevari ad hujusmodi actionem, 
qua tanquam instrumentum physicum 
cooperetur creationi; eo quod ad pro- 
priam hujus generis instrumenti ratio- 
nem pertineat, per aliquid sibi proprium 
operari dispositive ad effectum cause 
principalis. Quare nec divina virtute 
poterit assumi creatura ad creandum, 
tanquam instrumentum physicum, sal- 
va manente propria ratione hujusmodi 


instrumenti.—In lib. ii. Distinct. i. 4 
> Nihil potest esse causa principalis 
creandi, nisi virtutem habeat infinitam. 
Nam quanto forma producenda remo- 
tior est a potentia, tanto major requi- 
ritur virtus in agente; et proinde ad 
producendam formam ex nulla poten. 
tia, quod fit in creatione, requiritur vir- 
tus infinita; hanc autem impossibile 
est creature communicare,—[ Ibid. } 


Passages from the Fathers clearly teaching this. 657 


Spirit, was able to execute so great a commandment of the Conciv- 
Father, other than He, who is, so to call Him, His living vee 
Word and the Truth®?” Moreover the most ancient fathers 
did, with one consent, sharply rebuke the Gnostics on this 
ground, that they taught that this world was made by’ | 
angels, and by* powers inferior to God and alien from Him. , per. 
Most explicit, especially, are the passages of Irenzus, which 
we have already quoted in book ii. 5, 7. [p. 173.] “ There is 
One only God the Creator,”’ he says in book ii. 55%; “ even 
He who is above all principality, and power, and dominion, 
and might; He is the Father, the God, the Founder, the 
Maker, the Creator, who made these things by* His own self, ° per. 
that is to say; by His Word and His Wisdom,—the heaven 
and the earth and the seas, and all things which are therein.” 
He says again in book iv. 37°; “The angels, then, neither 
_ formed us, nor fashioned us; nor were angels able to make 
the image of God: nor any other [being] except the Word of 
God, nor any power far removed from the Father of the uni- 
verse. For God had no need of these, to make those things 292 
which He had fore-ordained within Himself to be made, as 
if He Himself had not hands of His own. For there is ever 
present with Him His Word and His Wisdom, the Son and 
the Spirit, through whom and in whom‘ He made all things < per quos 
freely and spontaneously ; unto whom also He speaks, when tae 
He says, ‘ Let us make man in Our own image and likeness ;’ 
He Himeelf receiving from Himself the substance of the 
creatures, and the pattern of what was made, and the figure 
of the embellishments which are in the world.” In these © 
passages Irenzus clearly teaches that God the Father neither 
made, nor either needed to make, or could have made, this 
universe by any thing external to Himself; and at the same 
time teaches no less clearly, that He Himself created all 
things through the Son and the Holy Ghost. 

The second article respecting the consubstantiality of the 
Son I have proved most copiously, because on that the hinge 
of the whole controversy manifestly turns. If in this pomt 
primitive antiquity be found to be on our side, the other [800] 
points which have been called in question by the Arians will 


© See the Greek of this passage 4 [c. 30.9. p.163. (see p. 173, note $34 
quoted in book ii. 9. 5. [p. 222, note r.] e [c. 20. p. 253. (see p. 174, note f.) 
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be easily decided. For if this hypothesis be granted, namely, 
that the Son is of the same nature and essence with God 
the Father, the whole structure and framework of the Arian 
heresy is utterly overthrown. But not a single Antenicene 
doctor can be named by the Arians who did not confess this 
very point. With respect to the third article, I have evidently 
shewn that the greatest and most authoritative! portion of 
the primitive fathers openly and unambiguously professed the 
eternity of the Son; and that the smaller number of doctors 
of the Church, who attributed to the Son a generation com- 
mencing from some definite beginning, however much they 
may have differed from the former in words, did yet in reality 
agree with them. In the last place, I have shewn with no less 
clearness, that the Antenicene doctors attributed to the Son 
no other subordination to the Father, than what has been ac- 
knowledged by Catholics who wrote after, and in opposition 
to, the heresy of Arius; and, moreover, I have clearly shewn 
that those expressions of theirs which are somewhat harsh in 
appearance, not only admit, but actually require a Eatholic 
interpretation. From all which it is manifest that Petavius 
was too liberal in giving up to the Arians the suffrages of the 
Antenicene fathers; and that Sandius and others are alto- 
gether wrong, who, relying on the authority of the Jesuit, 
have confidently affirmed that the doctors of the first three 
centuries held with Arius. 

Certainly very far other was the mind and judgment of 
the catholic fathers, who in former days engaged in conflict 
with the Arians. So far were they from dreading the judg- 
ment of the primitive fathers, that they willingly appealed to 
it. Thus Athanasius in his treatise on the Decrees of the 
council of Nice, after having quoted the testimonies of some 
ancients in defence of the Nicene Creed, thus at last addresses 
the Arians‘; “ Lo, we, for our part, prove that a view of this 
kind has been transmitted from fathers to fathers; whilst 
you, modern Jews and disciples of Caiaphas, whom have you 
to shew as the fathers of your statements? There is not one 
of the wise and prudent whom ye can name; for all reject 
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you, except the devil alone; for he alone has been to you 
the father of such an apostacy as this.” Many writings of 
the ancient fathers had been seen by Athanasius, which 
have now perished, to the great detriment of the Church. 
Out of all, however, whom he had read, he confidently 
asserts, and that not in a discourse addressed to the peo- 
ple, but in a written disputation against the Arians, that 
the heretics could not produce even one approved doctor 
who maintained their blasphemies. And indeed we in this 
work have abundantly proved, that there is no one among 
the primitive catholic fathers, whose writings have been 
rescued as it were out of a wreck, by the providence of 
God, for us their late posterity, who was not on the side of 
the Nicene bishops. Nay, the Arians themselves, although 
before the ignorant multitude they boasted that they held 
the faith transmitted by the fathers, and were even able to 
give a colour to their heresy from certain expressions of some 
of the fathers wrongly understood, (as we have shewn in for- 
mer chapters,) did yet, when pressed in controversy, entirely 
decline the judgment and authority of the ancients. The 
account of Sisinnius is remarkable, which is related by So- 
crates, Eccles. Hist. v. 10, and which I have already touched 
ong; “The emperor (Theodosius) then, having sent for the 
bishop Nectarius, deliberated with him what means could be 
devised, in order that Christianity might be freed from dis- 
cords, and the Church be made one. He declared, moreover, 
that the question which was dividing the Churches ought to 
be discussed, and that, having removed discord, they should 
bring about concord for the Churches. On hearing this 
Nectarius was thoughtful and anxious; and sending for Agel- 
lius, who was then the bishop of the Novatians, as being of 
one mind with himself in respect to the faith, he disclosed to 
him the emperor’s purpose. And he, though in other re- 
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spects a religious man, yet being unable to dispute argu- 
mentatively about the doctrine, put forward a reader under 
him, called Sisinnius, to undertake the discussion. But Si- 
sinnius, a man of learning and practical experience, and ac- 
curately acquainted both with the interpretation of Holy 
Scripture and the doctrines of philosophy, was conscious that 
argumentative disputations not only do not heal divisions, 
but’ rather make heresies even more contentious; and ac- 
cordingly suggested a plan of this kind to Nectarius. Well 
knowing that the ancients shrunk from attributing’ to the 
Son any beginning of existence, seeing that they considered 
Him to be co-eternal with the Father; he advises him to 
avoid dialectic discussions, and to adduce as witnesses the 
expositions [of faith] of the ancients, and that the emperor 
should enquire of the leaders of the heresy whether they 
make any account of the doctors who flourished’ in the 
Church before the division, or whether they reject them as 
aliens from the Christian religion. For if indeed they do 
reject them, then let them be bold enough to anathematize 
them; and if they make them venture on this, they will 
be driven out by the people; and on this being done the 
victory of the truth will be manifest. If on the other hand 
they do not repudiate the ancient doctors, it will be our 
business to produce their writings.” Socrates goes on to 
state, in the samc passage, that Nectarius communicated 
this advice of Sisinnius’ to the emperor, who eagerly em- 
braced it, and, after he had made the experiment, per- 
ceived at length, that the heretics relied “on dialectic skill 


alone, and not on the exposition of the ancients*,” since 
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they all refused to stand by the judgment of the primitive Concuv- 
doctors. The same account is handed down by Sozomen, ———~ 
Eccl. Hist. vu. 12; to which may be added, that Alex- 
ander, bishop of Alexandria, asserts that the original de- 
fenders of the Arian heresy held the early fathers in no 
esteem, and, like the fanatics and enthusiasts of our days, 
‘shamelessly boasted that they themselves had been taught 

by revelation. For thus he writes in his epistle to Alexander 

of Constantinople contained in Theodoret*®. “They do not 
deign to compare with themselves any even of the ancients, 

nor suffer themselves to be put on a level with those teachers, 

with whom we have been familiar from our boyhood. Nor 

do they think that any one of those, who are now our bre- 

thren in the ministry throughout the Church, has attained 

unto any measure of wisdom; saying that they alone are 

wise and ‘ possessing nothing,’ and discoverers of doctrines, 

and that there have been revealed to them alone things which 

were not of a nature to enter into the thoughts of any other 
person under the sun.” In these words Alexander also inti- [804] 
mates that the Arian view was contrary to the doctrine, not of 

the primitive doctors only, but of his own immediate prede- 
cessors, and, moreover, of all the bishops who governed the 
Church at the time when Arius first raised his unhappy con- 
troversy. 

But, you will ask, if the opinion of Arius was so completely 
heterodox, how could it, in so short a time after it arose, 
prevail to such an extent, as that, as Jerome complained, 
nearly the whole world had become Arian? My answer is; 
if to become Arian means to embrace the genuine dogmas 
of Arius, it is not true (with all deference to Jerome be it 
said) that the greater part of Christians ever became Arian. 
In the time of Constantius, indeed, and for some time after, 
very many, especially in the East, received the Arians, but 
very few, comparatively, embraced Arianism itself. For those 
most deceitful men, except where they found hearers suited 
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to their purpose, concealed their impious doctrines, and 
gencrally professed their faith in terms which bore the sem- 
blance of the ancient and catholic view ; the consequence of 
which was, that they were almost everywhere accounted to 
be catholic, and recognised as such even by those who other- 
wise detested from their heart their genuine tenets. By this 
fraudulent conduct! they gained the favour, not only of the 
Christian laity, but also of many over-credulous bishops. 
Read the Arian Confessions transcnbed by Athanasius and 
others; they are for the most part couched in phrases so 
catholic that you would believe the parties to be simply 
catholic. They call Christ God, very God, yea, very and 
perfect God by nature; [the statement,] that He is a 
creature, they abominate as impious; and they profess that 
He existed before all worlds. And what do they not say, 
which Catholics have said, except that they omit that one 
expression, “of one substance?” Hence Hilary, who lived 
when this antichristian system was dominant, congratulated 
the truth, [on the fact,] that the people of Christ remained 
catholic under the Arian bishops, with whom they continued 
in communion. For the laity, in their innocent simplicity’, 
accepted with all reverence the prelates whom Constantius 
set over them, little aware of the impiety which these 
cherished in their bosom; that is to say, they admitted the 
heretics, but their heresy they never embraced, seeing that 
they knew it not to be their heresy. Hailary’s words are 
worthy of being quoted here'; “For the purpose, indeed, of 
bringing in Antichrist with less ill-will, and of recommending 
him to the unfortunate people’, they attribute to Christ the 
name of God, because this has been attributed to men also. 
They acknowledge Him to be truly the Son of God, because 
in the sacrament of baptism every one is made truly a son 
of God. They confess [that He is] before times and ages‘, 
which may not be denied of the angels and of the devil. 
Thus they attribute to Christ our Lord those properties only, 
which belong either to the angels, or to ourselves. But that 


i Verum ad antichristum minori in- mento baptismi vere Dei Filius unus- 
vidia introducendum, miserisque cre- quisque perficitur. Ante tempora et 
dendum, tribuunt Christo Dei nomen, secula confitentur, quod de angelis 
quia hoc et hominibus sit tributum. atque Diabolo est non negandum. Ita 
Fatentur vere Dei Filium, quia sacra- Domino Christo sola illa tribuuntur, 


they professed that they were so, and used Catholic language. 663 


which is the legitimate and true [attribute] of Christ [as] Concuu- 
God, [namely, that] Christ [is] very God, or, in other words, sae 
that the divinity of the Son is the same as that of the Father, 

is absolutely denied. And by the fraudulence of this impious 

system it is up to this time! brought to pass, THAT NOW UNDER! usque 
THE PRIESTS OF ANTICHRIST THE PEOPLE or Curist po Nor *42U- 
FALL, WHILST THEY SUPPOSE THAT TO BE ‘OF THEIR FAITH 

WHICH Is [THE MEANING] OF THEIR worDs?. They hear that ? vocisesse. 
Christ is God; they think that He is what He is said to be: 

they hear that He is the Son of God ; they suppose that in the 

being begotten of God is* involved the being true God‘: they * in Dei 
hear [that He was] before [all] times; they think that that ¢ Oa wee 
is before [all] times, which is always. THE EARS oF THE tatem. 
PEOPLE ARE MORE HOLY THAN THE HEARTS OF THE PRIESTS.” 
These are the admirable words of Hilary. Further, Alexan- 
der, bishop of Alexandria, in the epistle to his namesake of 
Byzantium *, which I mentioned just now, witnesses that 
Arius and his first disciples, after they had been condemned 
by the bishops of Egypt in a council at Alexandria which pre- 
ceded the Nicene council, betook themselves to other catholic 
bishops; and, by pretending that they also were Catholics, 
procured from them commendatory letters, which they em- 
ployed from time to time to confirm in error the miserable © 
men whom they had deceived. ‘They attempted,” he says, 
* travelling about to create a prejudice® against us, to go out ° [ep:dpo- 
of their way‘ to our brethren in the ministry, who are of one névon kat? 
mind with ourselves, professing, indeed, in pretence, to ask for ae ing 
peace and unity, but in reality using all endeavours to carry excursions 
away some of them by fair speeches to their own poisonous oe 
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verus, id est, eadem esse Filii que 
Patris divinitas, denegatur. Et hujus 
quidem usque adhuc impietatis fraude 
perficitur, UT JAM SUB ANTICHRISTI 
SACERDOTIBUS CHRISTI POPULUS NON 
OCCIDAT, DUM HOC PUTANT ILLI FIDEI 
ESSE, QUOD vocis EST. Audiunt Deum 
Christum; putant esse quod dicitur: 
audiunt Filium Dei; putant in Dei 
nativitate inesse Dei veritatem: audi- 
unt ante tempora; putant id ipsum 


Arian. et Auxent. p. 215. [§ 6. p. 
1266. ] 
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654 The arts used by the Arians to pass themselves for Catholics. 


by reading these to such as they had deceived, they may 
make them obstinate! in their errors, and hardened’ in im- 
piety, as though they had bishops who took the same 
side, and were of one mind with them. For they do not con- 
fess to them what they wrongly taught and practised amongst 
us, on account of which also they were put out of our com- 
munion; but either pass them over in silence, or by veiling 
them in feigned sayings and writings mislead men. Their 
pernicious doctrine they cloak under plausible and winning? 
speeches, and so carry away with them whosoever lies exposed 
to their fraud, not abstaining from calumniating our religious 
belief to all; whence it happens that some have subscribed 
their letters, and admitted them into the Church.” Should 
any of the Arian tribe, however, doubt the good faith of the 
excellent Alexander, let him hear two very noted partisans of 
Arius, Eusebius of Nicomedia, and Theognis. These men, in 
their Recantation contained in Socrates', write that they 
had indeed subscribed the Nicene Creed, but had been un- 
willing to subscribe the anathema; and immediately add 
this as their reason; “ Not,” say they, “that we find fault 
with the Creed; but because we believe that the accused 
party is not such [as he is represented ;] being fully persuaded 
that he is not such, from his private communications to us, 
both by letters, and by personal discussions.” And what 
Valesius has observed is worthy of notice, that this Eusebius 
of Nicomedia retained communion with the Church of Rome, 
even to the time of his death. From which one of these 
conclusions must needs follow, either that Eusebius was not 
really an Arian, but had joined himself to that side simply 
from excessive credulity, which induced him to credit the 
professions of the Arians; or that, being an Arian, he had 
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deceived the Church of Rome by the same arts as the other 
Arians used. That the latter is by far the more probable 
will be the opinion of every one who attentively reads the 
letter of Arius to Eusebius, and that of Eusebius himself to 
Paulinus of Tyre, contained in Theodoret™. But every one 
must be horror-stricken at the history which Socrates relates 
of Arius from an authentic letter of Constantine in his Ec- 
cles. Hist., 1.38"? “The emperor,” he says, “ wishing to make 
trial of Arius, sent for him to his palace, and asked him 
whether he agreed with the definitions of the Nicene coun- 
cil. Thereupon he, readily and without any hesitation, sub- 
scribed, in the emperor’s presence, what had been defined re- 
specting the faith, sophistically. Then the emperor, surprised, 
administered an oath to him; and he also took this sophis- 
tically. Now the way in which he craftily subscribed, as I 
heard, was this; Arius, it is said, wrote down the opinion which 
he held on paper, and carried it under his arm; he then swore 
that he really believed just as he had written. It is from 
report that I write that it was done in this way, but that he 
added an oath also to his subscription I have read in the 
emperor’s letters.”” Surely it ought to surprise no one that 
such detestable perjury was soon followed by that signal in- 
stance of Divine vengeance, which Socrates relates in the 
same passage. The account is given by other ecclesiastical 
writers also, though with some difference of circumstances. 
Athanasius, in his work on the councils of Arimmum and 
Seleucia, asserts that George, bishop of Laodicea, was the first 
to advise the Arians to cloak their heresy under the same 
phrases which the Catholics employed. Of this George he 
says°, “ He wrote to the Arians, Why do you find fault with 
the Pope Alexander, when he says that the Son is of the 
Father? Since you yourselves also need not be afraid to 
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666 Those who, holding the true doctrine, objected to enforcing 


say that the Son is of God. For, since the Apostle has 
written, that all things are of God, and it is plain that all 
things are made out of nothing’, and the Son also is a created 
being and one of the [things] made, the Son also may be 
said to be of God, just as all things are said to be of God. 
From him then the Arians learned to use hypocritically the 
expression ‘of God,’ and to utter the expression indeed, but 
not to mean aright.” 

Their most specious pretext, however, the Arians appear to 
have derived from the expression “of one substance” (os0- 
ovotos), which the Nicene fathers sanctioned ; for it was the 
complaint of these sophists, that they had been condemned 
by the Nicene fathers for refusing to admit one single word, 
which was nowhere to be found in Scripture, and which also 
admitted of dangerous meanings; though in other respects 
they had in nothing departed from the ancient and catholic 
faith. This profession of theirs was readily believed by many, 
not only of the laity but of the catholic bishops, who there- 
upon freely gave them the right hand of Christian fellowship 
and communion ; and even turned away from those catholic 
bishops, who, being aware of the treacherous conduct of the 
Arians, adhered closely to the expression “ of one substance,” 
regarding them either as contentious men, given to dispute 
about words, who had for a slight cause disturbed the peace 
of the Church; or even as heterodox, who were concealing 
an heretical opinion under the word. But yet all, who, for 
whatever reason, rejected the expression “of one substance,” 
were commonly classed without exception among the Arian 
party, even although they from the heart allowed (as the 
large majority of them did) the catholic meaning which the 
Nicene fathers intended by the expression. It was for this 
reason chiefly, I conceive, that Eusebius of Czesarea was by 
most persons taken to be an Arian; namely, because, although 
he never absolutely disallowed the expression ‘‘ of one sub- 
stance,”’ but rather always approved of it in the sense in 
Beis ph poBnOjre eiweiv, nal ee rou Ayera: ex Tov @eod. ek exeivov your 
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which it was used by the Nicene fathers, yet he publicly Concuv- 
opposed Eustathius and other Catholics of great reputation, ——~— 
who he thought employed the expression in support of Sa- 
bellianism. See what we observed before out of Socrates 

fi. 8.], in book iu. 1. 8. [p. 63.] What is to be said of the [811] 
fact, that the emperor Constantius himself, who was a most 
inveterate enemy of those who maintained the homoousion, 

is expressly declared by Theodoret, Eccles. Hist. iii. 8, to have 

been always in reality catholic. ‘‘ For although,” he says?, 

‘“ Constantius, deceived by those who influenced him, did not 

admit the expression ‘of one substance,’ yet he sincerely! ac- 'axpapvés. 
knowledged the sense of it, for he called God the Word? the ? r2v ec» 
genuine Son, begotten of the Father before all worlds, and 4%”: 
plainly condemned those who dare to say He was a creature.” 

This testimony of Theodoret about Constantius receives no 

little confirmation from the high encomiums which are be- 

stowed on the same emperor by Gregory Nazianzen in his first 
Invective against Julian, where, amongst other appellations, 

he calls him‘ “a most divine prince and most full of love 296 
for Christ.” These commendations surely would never have 

been heaped on Constantius by Nazianzen, who was a man 

most catholic, and an avowed enemy of the Arians, if he had 
thought that the emperor had really imbibed the Arian 
heresy. To this it may be added, that the confessions of 

faith, which the Arians published in their councils*, under ® concilia- 
Constantius, most of them contain the same faith, as far ™"* 

as words go, which the Nicene council had sanctioned, ex- 

cept that they omit the expression “of one substance.” No 

doubt the sophists well knew, that the pious and catholic 
feelings of the emperor would never have been able to en- 

dure their impious conceits, if they had been put forward 

simply and without colouring. Thus he who was the chief [812] 
patron of the Arian party, always from his heart abhorred 

the genuine tenets of Arius; and again he who was the 

most bitter persecutor of the Catholics, always himself re- 
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tained a belief and opinion truly catholic. The appearance 
indeed of this so great a prodigy in the Christian world was 
produced by the fraudulent conduct of the Arians, which 
good men can never sufficiently detest. This fraud is in 
some measure exposed by Elias Cretensis in his commentary 
on the orations of Gregory Nazianzen in the following 
words'; “The emperor, drawn away by heretics, gave full 
license to the impious against the pious, and enacted laws 
against the orthodox doctrine; for when the Arians with 
craft and malignity introduced the expression egutsubstan- 
tial,” (for thus Elias renders the Greek word éocovows, 
‘like in substance,’) “instead of consubstantial, the emperor 
himself gave in to their opinion, and wrote to the effect 
that equisubstantial was identical with consubstantial, and 
that it caused no detriment to godliness. This indeed is 
certainly no way alien from right doctrine, (for that which 
is like, is not the same as that unto which it is like, but is 
partly equal and partly unequal,) provided it be piously un- 
derstood, that is, in such a way that together with the word 
[equisubstantial,] there be also understood these words, 
‘without any diversity at all.” Hence the heretics hav- 
ing obtained a free opportunity reject the word consub- 
stantial,” &c. If, however, I were to set forth fully the 
crafty artifices which the Arians employed to propagate 
their heresy, this conclusion of my work would swell into 
another book. Therefore I make an end here: From all 
that we have discussed in this treatise it is clear that the 
Nicene Creed is “the faith which was once delivered to the 
saints,” and therefore, evermore, to be religiously preserved 
in the Catholic Church of Christ. For this faith, therefore, 
let us earnestly contend, as becomes men inflamed with zeal 
for God; and in it let us continue with unwavering perse- 
verance to the last breath of life. And this may God grant. 


To THE MOST HOLY AND UNDIVIDED TRINITY, TO Gop THE 
FaTHER, THE Son, AND THE Hoty GuHosT, BE ALL PRAISE, 
AND GLORY, AND HONOUR, FOR EVER AND EVER.' AMEN. 
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DR. GRABE’S NOTES. 


ON BOOK I. CHAPTER II. § 2. p. 36. 


On St. BARNABAS. 


1. THE pre-existence of the Son of God before the foundation of 


the world is firmly established by Dr. Bull in this chapter, by several. 


testimonies of Barnabas and Hermas. He has, however, found an op- 
ponent in a writer, who, under an assumed name, if I am not mistaken, 
published a treatise in London in the year 1697, in 8vo., entitled 8, 
‘*The faith of the primitive Christians, demonstrated out of Barna- 
bas, Hermas, and Clement of Rome, in opposition to ‘The defence of 
the Nicene Creed, by Dr. George Bull;’ by Luke Mellier, V.D.M.”’ 
As he endeavours in this work to evade the several testimonies, 
which are adduced out of the afore-mentioned apostolical fathers, in 
this and the succeeding book, and the arguments founded on them, 
it will not, I trust, be unwelcome to the reader, if I examine his 
principal answers, and shew briefly how frivolous most of them are. 
2. As respects, then, the passage first quoted above (§ 2)” out of the 
Epistle of Barnabas, chap. 5,in which he states that it was said to 
Christ our Lord “ on the day before the foundation of the world, Let 
Us make man after Our own image and likeness,” Mellier advances 
three arguments against it. 1. That Barnabas quoted these words 
only in a mystical sense, in respect of that new creation made through 
Christ in the last times. 2. That he attributed these words, not to 
God conversing with His Son, but to the scripture prophesying re- 
specting Christ. 38. Granting that Barnabas represented God Him- 


* [Fides primorum Christianorum ‘ Nicenz, D. Georgii Bulli opposita, 
ex Barnaba, Herma, et, Clemente Ro- Auctore Luca Melliero, V. D. M. 
mano demonstrata, Defensioni Fidei b [See above, p. 37, note i.] 
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Arrenpix. self as saying those words to His Son in the old creation, that yet 
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he explained them only in a prophetic sense, as referring to the 
future Christ, and by no means as applying to the Son then really 
existing and present [with God.] The firet point Mellier supports out 
of chap. 6, where he contends that these words are explained only of 
the new creation, and, therefore, will have it that they are to be mye- 
tically understood in the preceding chapter also. But supposing this, 
without, however, allowing it, his conclusion by no means follows : for 
Barnabas may certainly have quoted the same passage in one place 
in a literal, and in another in a mystical sense; and that he has done 
this, I gather from the fact that in chap. 5, about which the question 
is raised, Barnabas does not simply say that the words, ‘‘ Let us make 
man after our image,’ &c., were spoken to the Son, but that this was 
done ‘‘on the day before the foundation of the world.” But it was 
the old, not the new creation, of which he was then treating. Iam 
therefore fully persuaded that Barnabas had the former, not the latter, 
in view. But though I admitted a mystical signification in this place 
also, yet this is founded on the literal sense ; and, therefore, Barnabas 
could not have expounded the text in question as applying to the Son, 
as it were in respect of the new creation, unless he supposed that they 
had been spoken by God the Father to Him at the old creation. 

3. ‘‘ By God the Father,’ I say; for the exception which Mellier 
makes in his second argument, that it was not God but the Scrip- 
ture, which said these words to Christ, is altogether frivolous; 
and one may well set against him his own words, p. 5; “It is 
manifest that God spoke these words on the sixth day, before 
the completion of the world, which took place on the seventh 
day.” Let us, however, hear his argument; ‘‘ For thus,” says he, 
‘‘does [Barnabas] write before, in chap. 4, p. 16>, ‘For the 
Scripture saith, Woe unto them that be wise in their own con- 
ceits.’ And in chap. 5, p. 20°, ‘It’ (meaning the same Scrip- 
ture) ‘says thus, He was wounded for our iniquities.’ Again ‘It’ 
(clearly the same Scripture) ‘declares, Not unjustly’ are the nets 
spread for the birds.’ And then immediately ‘To whom [it]’ 
(meaning of course the same Scripture) ‘said before the foundation 
of the world,’” &c. But this is what I deny utterly; for the pre- 
ceding passages are not parallel, inasmuch as they contain declara- 
tions made by the prophets concerning others in the third person, 
(to use the grammatical term,) and not the words of one person to 


> Dicit enim Scriptura, Ve illis, qui propter iniquitates nostras. ... Dicit 
sibi solis intelligunt, cap. 4. p.16.—[p. autem, Non injguste tenduntur retia avi- 
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another in the first person; as is this of God the Father to the Son, ON Book I. 
which is cited, not ‘‘ immediately,’ or consecutively, but after an in- on, 2. § 2 
terval of two sentences,—‘‘ Let Us make man,” &c. Now that these SB ARNA- 
words were said by the Scripture, to the Son, and that on the sixth 

day of the creation of the world, would have been, if not a most ab- 

surd, yet a most inexact expression ; and [even] granting this,—still 

that passage would altogether have to be explained from the'sixth chap- 

ter of this same epistle, where he says; ‘‘ For the Scripture says con- 
cerning us, as He” (namely God the Father) ‘‘ says to the Son, ‘ Let 

Us make man in Our own image and after Our own likeness.’” Mellier 

indeed supposes in p. 8, that the words, as Aéyet rq vig, ‘As He says to 

the Son,” which are wanting in the old Latin translation of Barnabas, 

‘‘ were introduced into the Greek text by some sciolist, and that they 

are clearly superfluous ; because Barnabas, after quoting other words, 

‘Be fruitful and multiply,’ himself adds, ‘these words { He spake] to 

the Son.’ What need then,” he asks, ‘‘ was there for his here say- 

ing, ‘As He says to the Son?’” But I reply, that those words also, [63] 
ravra mpos rov vid, ‘‘ ‘ these words [ He spake] to the Son,’ do not ap- 

pear in the old translation,” as he himself remarks at p. 9; and that 

they ought certainly to be expunged, as well on the authority of the 

old translation as from the case itself requiring it. For the words ‘‘ Be 
fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth,”’ Moses declares, Gen. i. 

28, were spoken by God to our first parents, as the plural number of 

itself shews. Who then would suppose that Barnabas was so ab- 

surd as to say that the words in question were addressed to the 

Son, a Person of the singular number? And indeed the expression, 

‘these words to the Son,” (raira mpds roy vidy,) is very much like a 
marginal note, whereby some one wished to remind us, that Barnabas 
referred to the Son the words which God spoke, ‘‘ Let us make man,”’ 

&c., Moses not having expressly stated to whom they were spoken. 
Afterwards this gloss was by some ignorant scribe introduced into 

the text, and that in the wrong place. But allowing that Barnabas 

had actually himself subjoined to the Divine blessing on our first pa- 

rents, which has been quoted, “ Be fruitful, and multiply,” the words, 

“‘ These words [He spake | to the Son,” ratra mpés rév viov, yet that 

other clause, as Xéyet r@ vid, ‘as He says to the Son,” placed before 

those other words of God, “ Let Us make man in Our own image,” 

quoted in another paragraph, would not have been at all superfluous. 

For St. Barnabas writing this epistle against Jews, (on whom you may 
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Arrenvix. consult Justin Martyr's Dialogue with Trypho, p. 285¢,) declared 
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that God the Father spoke those words to the Son. And when, after 
introducing a sentence of his own, he quoted another of the sayings 
of God in this wise, “‘ And the Lord beholding our form that it was 
good, said, ‘ Be fruitful, and multiply,’ &c., there was no reason 
why he should not add the observation, that these words also, 
though spoken to our first parents, pertained notwithstanding to the 
Son. But, as I have already observed, this would have been absurd 
in St. Barnabas to do; and, consequently, it must be absolutely laid 
down, that the words, ravra mpds roy vidy, have crept into the Greek 
text, from the circumstance which we have suggested, or some other. 
But on the contrary, the clause ds A¢ye: rp vig does not seem to have 
been added to the Greek by a sciolist, but to have been left out of the 
Latin, either by the translator, or an ignorant transcriber, because the 
repetition of the verb ‘‘says’’ in so short a sentence, ‘‘ for scripture 
says of us, as He says to the Son,” seemed to hima tautology. Let 
it then be considered a settled point, that Barnabas was not so ab- 
surd as to attribute the words, ‘‘ Let Us make man in Our own image,” 
to the Scripture speaking to the Son, but to God the Father, (by 
whom Moses in his account of the primitive creation makes them to 
have been spoken, ) although he did not make express mention of His 
name, leaving that to be understood by his reader as a very well-known 
point, just as he has done in other passages. But after all, suppose, 
Mellier, that Barnabas in both places did write, that the ‘‘ Scripture 
said to the Son, ‘ Let Us make man after Our own image,’”’ yet no 
person, unless he either be himself, or imagine Barnabas to have 
been, a very foolish person, would take it as meaning any thing else, 
than that “Scripture records that God the Father said to the Son, 
‘Let Us make,’” &c. For his explanation that Scripture spake to 
the Son concerning the Son, is so strained as to be unworthy of re- 
futation; and by reason of the former clause, where it is said to have 
taken place the day before the completion of the world, is so absurd, 
that a man must be supposed to be mad, who should say that Scrip- 
ture proclaimed any thing concerning the Son, at a time when it 
was not as yet in existence. Having then dismissed this second 
objection, I proceed to the discussion of the third. 

4. Our opponent then, allowing that Barnabas represented God 
as addressing the words, ‘‘ Let us make man,” &c., to His Son, pre- 
tends nevertheless that he believed that they were addressed to 
Christ as future, and not as then actually existing; so that the clause, 
‘‘To whom God spake,’”’ simply denotes, “Whom having in His 
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mind and thinking on, He said,” as he explains in p. 13. ‘‘ For,” on Boox 1. 
he says in that passage, ‘‘[Barnabas] at the end of chap. 6, asserts CH. 2. § 2. 
that God spoke the words, ‘ Be ye fruitful and multiply, and have © Banwa- 
dominion over the beasts of the field,’ to us Christians as well. But 
who will suppose that Christians were present and existing when 
God spoke these words to them ?’’ Our opponent, however, who 
is accustomed on all occasions to quote the very words of St. 
Barnabas, has here somewhat artfully omitted them. They are the 
following‘; «‘ And He had said before, ‘Let them be fruitful, and 
have dominion over the fish of the sea.’’’ In these words the 
Apostle does not assert that God said to us Christians, ‘ Be fruitful, 
and multiply ;” but that He foretold of us that we should increase 
and have dominion over the creatures. And these are two very 
different things. But even if St. Barnabas had written, that God 
in blessing our first parents’ had said to us, “‘ Be ye fruitful and Protoplas- 
multiply,” yet even that would not have made any thing for the 
point. For our first parents were a type of us, and consequently [65] 
whatever God spoke to them, might well have been said to have 
been zypically said to us. But there was no one in the primitive 
creation that represented Christ, to whom the Father in respect of 
the new creation could say in a figure, ‘‘ Let us make man,”’ &c.; 
and therefore Barnabas believed that Christ Himself was then pre- 
sent with His Father, otherwise it would have been unsuitable, nay, 
most absurd, for him to have written, that God said to Him, “ Let 
us make mar,” &c. Nor are the other passages, which Mellier, p. 
14, has quoted from Barnabas, of the same kind with the passage in 
question. For the commands which God uttered through the prophets 
altogether pertained, not only to those who were then present, but 
to others also who should come after them, and ‘‘ were written for 
our use,” Romans xv. 4; and therefore Barnabas might with truth 
say, that God had spoken them ¢o us. But every one must perceive 
that the case of the words, ‘“‘ Let us make man,’’ &c., is wholly dif- 
ferent. I pass over the other examples, which are adduced before 
and after by Mellier, for the sake of brevity; for they either make 
little or nothing for his purpose, or are undeserving of a reply. 

5. I proceed, therefore, to vindicate from the charge of corruption 
the following passage of Barnabas, which is cited by Dr. Bull, 
in which he states that the Sun is ‘‘ the work of His hands,” (Zpyoy 
xetpay airod,) that is of the Son’s, of whom he is there speaking. Mel- 
lier, p. 18, objects, that the old Latin translator rendered the words 
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opus manus Dei, (‘‘ the work of God’s hand,’’) and that accordingly he 
had read in the Greek yepés Gcot. Bat, 1. supposing that the old 
[Latin] translator had read it thus, still it does not follow that St. 
Barnabas wrote s0; since it is clear, from many passages, that he 
used a corrupt and defective copy, or that his own work is shame- 
fully corrupted and mutilated. Why then may not this have also 
happened in the place before us? Nay indeed, 2. Mellier himself 
admits that the Latin version in this place is mutilated. Why then 
does he not rather correct and restore to integrity his own most cor- 
rupted opinion’, and the imperfect Latin version at the same time, 
from the perfect text of the [original |Greek. Moreover, that the Latin 
version, ‘‘ the work of God’s hand,” (opus manus Dei,) is corrupted, 
rather than the Greek text, (‘‘ the work of His hands’’], I prove from 
the circumstance, that ‘‘ the work of God’s hands”’ is frequently found 
in Holy Scripture, whereas ‘“‘ the work of God's hand,” in the singular 
number, scarcely occurs there: and that in the place of manuum ejus, 
(the syllable us being either written over the word in an abbre- 
viated form, or erased,) manus Dei might have been read more easily 
and afterwards written, than yeipdv atrov made out of yeipds Geod. 
But, 3. and lastly, supposing for argument’s sake, without how- 
ever allowing, that Barnabas wrote 6eot not avroi, still even thus 
a very strong argument for the Divinity of Christ might be formed 
out of his words. For in that case his reasoning would be as fol- 
lows: If men have not power to gaze on the light of the sun 
with their eyes, though it be but the work of God’s hands, or a 
creature, much less would they have been able to endure the sight of 
Christ, if He had not come in the flesh. But this argument would 
have been without any point, if Christ, just as the sun, had been the 
work of God’s hands, or a creature. Not as a creature then, but as 
the Creator, did St. Barnabas regard Christ, apart from the flesh’. 
And perhaps our opponent saw this, and on that account in the pre- 
ceding words of this passage he substitutes Bdérovres Gedy (seeing 
God) for Bdérovres airdy (seeing Him [Christ]), and insists, page 19, 
that it is God the Father who is here to be understood, and that not 
only without any reason or authority, (for the Latin version does not 
help him in this place, being mutilated, and having nothing answering 
to these words,) but even contrary to all reason and to St. Barnabas’ 
own meaning. For in those words, ‘‘ How could men be healed 
when they looked on Him?” he manifestly intimates, that it is of 
seeing the Son, not the Father, that he is there speaking, and 
specially has in view the figure of the brazen serpent, which he had 
explained more fully in chap. 12, expressly calling it ‘a type of 
the Saviour,” (rirov rov "Ijcod); inasmuch as, ‘ although it was 
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itself without life,” as Christ became upon the cross, yet ‘‘could it on soox 1. 
heal others,” and “he would immediately be healed” (xat rapaxpipa SH 82 
owbnoera), i.e. whosoever looked upon it: just as here “ How could BARNA 
men have been healed who looked upon Him?” (Hds dv éoe6n- 

cav dvOpwrrot, of Brérovres a’réy;). Mellier therefore was wrong in 
changing the last word of this sentence into Ocdy, and the charge of 
corrupting the words of St. Barnabas, which he has, page 20, in- 
considerately brought against the othodox, recoils upon his own 

head. I might have shewn at greater length the absurdity of the 
reading and of the interpretation which Mellier brought forward in 

that place, but I refrain for brevity’s sake ; and on that account with 
respect to another passage of St. Barnabas, chap. 12, viz.: ‘‘ all things 

are in Him and unto Him,” that is Christ, (év adr@ cai eis atrév), I 
answer in three words only, that the exposition of it brought forward 

by our opponent in page 22 is altogether forced; viz. ‘‘That all 

types and prophecies of this sort were fulfilled in Him, and unto Him 

and for His sake were instituted.” In confirmation of this view he 

has not adduced a single passage either of Barnabas or of any other 

sacred writer; I, however, in explanation of Barnabas’ text touching 

“the creation and preservation of all things by and unto Him,” [67] 
allege the words of St. Paul, which are completely parallel, Coloss. 

i. 16: ‘By’ Him were all things created;’’ and again, ‘ All things ' gy, 
were created by Him and for* Him:” and in verse 17, ‘‘ By® Him all? eis. 
things consist.” Thus splendid and full “have you the glory of * &. 
Jesus®,”’ which the insidious Socinian impiously obscured and re- 
strained within more narrow limits than it behoved. 


ON SECTION 6. 


Or St. Hermas. 


Wirs a view to pervert the passage of Hermas, wherein he says 
that “ the Son of God is more ancient than every creature},”’ Mellier, 
after the example of Zwicker, adduces other words of the same writer 
in book i. vision 2; where he says of the Church, that ‘‘she was 
created first of allj;” that is, according to his own explanation, “she 
was at the first decreed and predestined by God:” in which sense he 
conceives that Christ also is said to be ‘‘ more ancient than every 


h (Referring to the words of St. Et dixit mihi: ‘ecclesia Dei est.’ 
Barnabas, c. 12. p. 40. @xe:s wal dv Et dixi ad illum: ‘quare ergo anus 
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‘Rk, whom we have before referred to in these notes, 
lestroying the force of the argument derived by 
arnabas’ epistle, chap. vi.!, in defence of the Divi- 
ends, in page 22, &c., that by “the Lord,’’ whose 
ditation of our heart is there said to be, we are to 
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certain, that in our author we are to understand not a Son of God 
predestinated, but already actually existing, for Hermas adds that 
‘‘ He was present in council with His Father, to frame the creation.” 
Was He, however, present as a Counsellor with God the Father in 
the creation of the world, who as yet was not, nor existing is re- 
rum natura? Absurd! And what Mellier, page 31, imagines, is 
altogether removed from the meaning of Hermas, and forced, that 
the Son is therefore said to have been present in council with the 
Father for the creation of the world, ‘‘ because the Father, at the 
time when He set Himself to create all things, had His future Son 
in His mind and all-wise counsel.” But the genuine meaning of 
those words of Hermas respecting the Church, that ‘‘she was 
created first of all, and is therefore an aged woman; and for her 
sake the world was made,” seems to me to be suggested by a passage 
quite parallel in book i. § 28, of the Recognitions of the pseudo- 
Clement*; ‘‘ But after all these,” (the works of the five days,) ‘“‘ He 
made man, for whose sake He had prepared all things: whose 
inner nature’”’ (i.e. his soul or spirit) ‘is more ancient, and on 
whose account all things which are were made.” Here, as Co- 
telerius has rightly remarked, he suggests the pre-existence of 
souls before the formation of the body. And Hermas also seems to 
have believed this, and on that account to have said that the Church, 
as being a congregation and communion, not so much of bodies, as 
of faithful souls, is more ancient than every creature. But this is 
enough about this writer at present. 


ON BOOK II. CHAP. 2. § 1. 


Or Sr. BARNABAS, AS A WITNESS OF CoRist’s Divinity. 


1. Luxe Me.uier, whom we have before referred to in these notes, 
with the view of destroying the force of the argument derived by 
Dr. Bull from St. Barnabas’ epistle, chap. vi.!, in defence of the Divi- 
nity of Christ, contends, in page 22, &c., that by “‘ the Lord,’’ whose 
holy temple the habitation of our heart is there said to be, we are to 
understand, not Christ, but God the Father, and accordingly he quotes 
the preceding words of the epistle, to this effect™ ; ‘‘ The Lord saith, 

« (Post hec autem omnia, hominem facta sunt.—p. 499. ] 
fecit, propter quem cuncta preparave- 1 [The passage is cited above p. 
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‘The Lord,’ in St. Barnabas, cited by Bull, is the Son. 677 


‘ Behold I make the last as the first.” With a view to this, therefore, ON BOOK II. 
the prophet proclaimed, ‘ Enter ye into the land, which floweth with cH 2 9h 
milk and honey, and have dominion over it.’ Behold, then, we are BaR NA- 
formed anew, as He saith again in another prophet: ‘ Behold, saith 
the Lord, I will take from them (that is, from them whom the 
Spirit of the Lord foresaw,) hearts of stone, and I will put into 
them hearts of flesh,’ because He was about to be manifested in 
the flesh, and to dwell in us.” In these words Mellier all along 
understands God the Father under the title of the Lord, and ac- 
cordingly in what immediately follows also, ‘for the habitation of 
our heart is a temple to the Lord,’ explains the word Lord of God the 
Father. This interpretation however is absurd in both cases. For 
the very connexion of the text and the particle yap will suggest to 
any unprejudiced reader, at the very first sight, that the habitation 
(xarocxnrnpiov) of our heart is said to be the temple of the same per- 
son, who before, without one intervening word, was declared to be 
about to dwell in us, (¢ueAAev ev fyiv karoceiv.) But that this is Christ 
manifest i the flesh is most clear, and is not denied by our oppo- 
nent. Hence, to make the text, when explained in his sense, cohe- 
rent, he inserted between the clause, ‘about to dwell in us,’ and © 
the words next following, ‘a holy temple for the Lord,’ &c., these 
words by way of paraphrase; ‘‘ And by that appearing of His in the 
flesh, and by His indwelling in us, about to make out of us a temple 
and sanctuary for God the Father.” But for one ¢o dwell any where [125] 
himself, and to prepare a dwelling for another, are altogether different 
things, which Mellier in his paraphrase wrongly confounds; and, 
whereas Barnabas is only speaking of the former, Mellier, of his 
own devising, puts the latter in addition, nay in actual opposition to 
the former. By using such license as this, any context whatever, 
which treats of one and the same person, may be rent asunder and 
divided between two. 

2. But that by the “ Lord,” whose oracles, uttered through the 
prophets cited in the preceding passage, Barnabas understood the 
Son of God, not God the Father, is evident from these words: 
‘«* Because He was about to be manifested in the flesh, and to dwell in 
us.” Who was this? Surely He of whom the words immediately 
preceding treat. And our opponent clearly seeing this, again by a 
rash stroke added of himself in this place the word Christ, so that, 
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according to his hypothesis, there would seem to have been no 
mention made of Christ in the preceding words. As if indeed no 
penalty awaited those who thus add to, and thus corrupt the sense 
of holy men. The same thing is clear, 2, from what follows: the 
Greek 1s this, A¢yes yap radu Kupsos, nal dv rim SfGnoopa r@ Kupig, 
r@ Ge pov xa dofacPjropa: eyet, "Efopodoynvopal cos dy éxxdrAnoig 
dy piow ddeaAday pov. ‘For the Lord saith again, Wherewithal 
shall I appear before the Lord my God, and be glorified. He saith, 
I will confess unto Thee m the congregation in the midst of my 
brethren.” But, masmuch as the Lord, who here speaks, is most 
certainly the Son of God, the same must also necessarily be under- 
stood in the passages of the prophets cited before. Mellier objects 
indeed that the word “the Lord” is here wanting in the Latin, and 
thence he infers that Kupios did not occur in the old Greek copy 
of Barnabas, But supposing, without however conceding, that the 
Greek text of Barnabas is to be mutilated in this passage on the 
authority of the Latin version, instead of this latter being filled up 
from the former, the word “again” (wads), clearly proves that the 
selfsame person, viz., the Son of God, ought to be regarded as 
speaking in the earlier texts, who here speaks through the prophet ; 
and our opponent is not to be listened to, when he pretends that they 
were spoken by the Spirit of God the Father, having assumed the 
person of the future Christ. 

3. However, although this be clear enough, let us, notwithstand- 
ing, see by what arguments our opponent was induced to under- 
stand God the Father under the designation of “the Lord” through- 
out the whole of the fore-cited passage of St. Barnabas. His first 
argument is, because God the Father is introduced in what goes 
before as blessing man, in these words ; “‘ Be ye fruitful and multiply 
and replenish the earth;’’ therefore the following must also be 
understood of Him; ‘Thus saith the Lord, ‘ Behold I make the 
last as the first,’”’ &c. But between these passages there inter- 
vene other words of St. Barnabas, in which he professes that he is 
about to treat of a new subject. ‘‘ Again,” he says, ‘‘I will shew 
thee how with respect to us! He hath in these last times made a 
second or new creation’, The Lord saith, Behold I make the 
first,” &c. He does not here say “the same Lord saith,”’ or “the 
Lord saith, again,” as we just now observed him afterwards express- 
ing himself; but simply ‘the Lord saith.” Wherefore there is no 
necessity for understanding it in this place also, of the same person 
who spoke in the former passages, especially when, as we have just 
shewn, the words which follow do not admit such a construction. 
Mellier seems to insinuate a second argument in explaining those 
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words, ‘‘ Behold, saith the Lord, I will take from them (that is, ON Book 11. 
from those whom the Spirit of the Lord foresaw,” &c.;) where he St" | 
adds, “ the Spirit of God the Father foresaw them; but not the Son 5,5, 
of God, who as yet had no existence, and therefore could not then 
foresee any thing.”’ But this is begging the question most grossly, 
and is besides confuted not only by Barnabas himself, but by the 
Apostle St. Peter; by the latter in his first Epistle, i. 11, in these 
words respecting the company of the prophets, ‘‘ they prophesied, 
searching what or what manner of time the Spirit of Christ which 
was in them did signify, when it testified beforehand the sufferings of 
Christ, and the glory that should follow;” and by the former in 
chapter v. of his Epistle, writing thus"; “The prophets receiving 
their gift from Him, prophesied of Him’.” I shall have more to? inillum. 
say of these words by and by. 

4. A third argument is derived from parallel passages, where 
Barnabas called the faithful the temple of God, not of Christ. For 
instance, he says, in chap. iv., ‘‘ Let us be spiritual, let us be a finished 
temple unto God ;” compare chap. 16. But these statements agree 
very well, because God the Father and the Son, together with the 
Holy Ghost, abide in the same dwelling ; as our Saviour Himself in- 
structs us, John xiv. 23, ‘If a man love Me, he will keep My words, 
and My Father will love him, and We will come unto him, and will 
make Our abode with him.” And St. Paul, as in his Epistle to the 
Corinthians he calls them the temple of God, so Eph. iii. 17, he [127] 
writes, ‘ that Christ may dwell in your hearts by faith.” But our 
opponent, page 24, objects, ‘“‘that Christ dwells in us indeed by 
faith, but that we are never called His temple; as also the priest is 
said to dwell in' the temple, but yet the temple is not called the 
priest’s, but God’s;” but this objection is simply out of place and 
false. For one may often hear priests call the temple wherein they 
officiate, theirs, but scarcely ever is it said of them, that they dwell in 
the temple, since temples are the dwelling-places of God, and not of 
the priests. But whatever be the case with regard to external tem- 
ples, it is certain that the hearts of the faithful are the temples 
of Him who dwelleth in them. For the Apostle, 2 Cor. vi. 16, 
proves that the Corinthians are the temples of the living God, from 
this, that God said, (Levit. xxvi. 12,) ‘I will dwell in them, and will 
walk in them, and I will be their God, and they shall be My people.” 
Compare the words of St. Ignatius to the Ephesians, which have 
been quoted in this chapter, § 6°, where, if I mistake not, with an 
eye to this very passage of the Apostle, he expressly wrote not only 
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5. And now, passing by any discussion about the words of Bar- 
nabas, chap. xi., concerning ‘‘the body of Christ,” as the “vessel of the 
Spirit,” by which Mellier understands the human Spirit of our Saviour, 
and Dr. Bull, not without very probable reason, Hts Divine Nature, 
(although he did not frame a distinct argument for his proposition 
out of that place, but only cited it by the way to explain Hermas;) 
passing by this discussion, I repeat, as not necessary, I proceed to 
vindicate from Mellier’s depraving process, another statement of 
Barnabas respecting the prophets, which I quoted just now in § 3, 
and which is of especial use in proving the divinity of Christ. 
For he conjectures that these words in the Latin, ‘‘ the prophets hav- 
ing a gift from Him prophesied about Him',” were derived from Greek 
words to this effect°, of mpopirat trép atrov éxovres ry ydpw, which 
the translator ought therefore to have turned thus; ‘‘ the prophets 
having their gift for Him, (or for His sake,) prophesied about 
Him.”” But how does he prove his conjecture? ‘“ We read,” he 
says, ‘‘in the same old translation, chap. 7. ‘ Because He must suffer 
from them’ (ab illis), where in the Greek it is ‘because He must suffer 
for them’ (irép atray). But he must be blinder than a mole, who 
does not see at once that the old translator there read ix’ ad’rap, 
and therefore in this place also had tn’ airod in the original Greek. 
And it seems that Irenzeus also read thus in Barnabas, and copied 
from him what he has in b. iv. c. 37. p. 381. col. 1. line 33. of my 
edition? ; ‘“ The prophets, receiving the prophetic gift from the same 
Word, proclaimed beforehand His coming after the flesh.”” Compare 
chap. xvi. of the same book p. 303, col. i. line 94, and the note num. 
2. on the same passage. ‘‘ But,’’ continues Mellier, “let us even 
grant, that the ancient translator here read tn’ atrov €xovres rHy xdpuy, 
and was therefore right in rendering it ab ipso habentes donum, ‘re- 
ceiving their gift from Him,’ yet we have a good answer already 
provided by Grotius, who says on 1 Peter 1. 11: ‘The Spirit that 
signified before the things of Christ, and which was given to them 
on account of Christ?, he calls from the object* the Spirit of Christ. 
Thus Barnabas in the end of his epistle, Prophete ab ipso habentes 
donum, ‘the prophets, receiving their gift from Him, prophesied 
about Him,’ &c.’ According to Grotius, therefore, the phrase Pro- 
phete ab ipso habentes donum, (having their gift from Him,) is in 


° [See p. 679, k. The Greek of caverunt ejus secundum carnem ad- 
this part of the epistle is lost. ] ventum.—c. 20. 4. p. 254. ] 
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meaning no other than Prophete tpsius causa habentes donum, (having on Boox 11. 
their gift on His account). And rightly ; ; for the Son of God, I mean SH” § }- 
Him who was to be the Son of God’, the Son, I repeat, of God, the BaRNa- 
man Christ Jesus, although He Himself as yet existed not, sent: pijius iI] 
and impelled those prophets; and they may be said to have had futurus. 
the Spirit from Him, who was the cause of their having it; and 
which they would not have had, were it not that He was to come 
into the world.” But, I insist, if these words may be used in this 
sense, any thing may be said instead of any thing. Our adversary 
ought to have produced, if not out of Barnabas, at least out of other 
authors, sacred or profane, some examples in proof of this unusual 
mode of expression; and no doubt he would have produced such if 
he could. But no man who wished to express that a thing has 
been given or received pro altero, for the sake of another, because of 
another, ever yet wrote that it had been given or received ab al- 
tero, from another: nor did any one, I suppose, ever yet so play with 
words as to say, a8 Mellier has done, that a person not as yet having 
a real existence sends or impels other persons to the discharge of any 
office. As to Grotius, it is certain that he has done violence to the 
words of St. Peter, and introduced a meaning which does not belong 
to them; whether he has on Barnabas’ also is not so clear; since [129] 
he seems to have deduced the presignification of the things of Christ . 
from the latter clause, ‘‘they prophesied of Him,” rather than from 
the former, “receiving their gift from Him.” But whatever be our 
view of the meaning of Grotius, I set against him the judgment 
not of Irenzeus only, but of every one who reads the text of Bar- 
nabas without prejudice, under the firm persuasion that no one, 
Gentile or Jew, if [only] a believer, would take the words of Bar- 
nabas in any other sense, than that in which we, according to the 
ordinary mode of speaking, take them. 
6. Lastly, the words of Barnabas’, chap. 12, are worthy of notice: 
“ Behold again Jesus, not the Son of Nun, (or rather ‘Son of Man,’ 
in the Greek viss dvépamov,) but the Son of God, appeared in the 
flesh.’ He existed, therefore, as the Son of God, before He was 
manifested in the flesh; in the Greek, év capxt gavepwbeis. From the 
evident agreement of these words with St. Paul’s expressions, ] Tim. 
iii. 16, Geds épavepoOn ev capi, “God was manifest in the flesh,” 
it is very probable that Barnabas had them in view. Barnabas, how- 
ever, goes on to say, “‘ Since then they will hereafter say that Christ is 
the Son of David, David dreading and perceiving the error of the 
¥ [The Greek is Ye wdAw "Inoovs, few lines before), 4Ar’ 5 vis Tov @eou? 
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saying of David our Saviour had Himself already insinuated the 
Divinity of His own Person to the Jews, Matth. xxiii. 43 seqq. 
Barnabas moreover adds some other words from Isaiah, and thus 
concludes: “ See how the prophets call Him Lord and Son of God‘,” 
(that is, according to the Greek, xai vio» Geov,) ‘‘ not Son merely.” 


ON SECTION 2. 


Or St. Hermas. 


1. IN opposition to the title ‘ Counsellor of God,’’ which our re- 
verend author applies to the Son of God®, after the doctrine of the 
Shepherd, in Similitude ix., Mellier, in page 32, inaptly alleges the 
authority of St. Paul, who denies, Rom. xi. 34, that any one has been 
a counsellor to God; since it is only of a mere man or of any 
creature that the Apostle denies this, not of the Son of God, amongst 
whose titles this particular one is mentioned, in Isaiah ix. 6. that He 
is ‘Counsellor, [the mighty] God.” His next exception, in page 
33, to these words of the Shepherd, ‘‘The name of the Son of God 
is great and immense*,”’ to the effect that such things as are great 
and wonderful are often called immense, is not sufficient; because 
we are compelled to understand those words of the Divine immensity 
by what immediately follows, “And the whole world is sustained by 
Him;” and again, “Every creature of God is sustained by His 
Son.” Most justly, therefore, is this called by our author “a truly 
Divine work ;” and on the contrary his opponent absurdly teaches 
that Christ, a mere man, even while He was in the flesh, sustained all 
things by the word of His power. Holy Scripture, indeed, is so far 
from asserting this, that it rather represents to us Christ subject, 
as man, to infirmities in the flesh, and strengthened at the time of 
His passion by a created angel, and lastly crucified “ through! weak- 
ness.”’ 2 Cor, xiii. 4. 

2. As to the passage of Hermas in Book iii. Similitude v.Y, I shall 


© [éwel ody perdrovar Adyew 571 5 Xpic- 
Tos vids dor: AaBlS, poBovmevos Kal ov- 
vlwv Thy wAavhy Tov GuaptwAay A€éyer 
elwevy 5 Kiptos tg Kuply mou, «.7.A.— 
Ibid. } 

t [The words of St. Barnabas are: 
WSe, was Aéyes AaBlS abtdy Kipiov Kal 
viby @ceod (p. 41.) Grabe follows the 


old Latin version, ‘“‘ Videte quomodo 
illum prophete Dominum et Filium 
Dei, non tantum Filium dicunt.’’—p. 
46 


a [ See above p. 87, and p. 46, note o. | 

x [Quoted p. 87, note 1. ] 

‘ [§ 6. p. 107, quoted p, 87, note 
n. 
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not press those words, wherein the Son of God is said ‘to be placed, on Boox11. 
not in the condition of a servant, but in great power and command;”’ cu. 2. § 2. 
nor shall I keenly contend with our opponent about the sense of HE=™48. 
the words in § 5, ‘‘ Now the Son is a holy Spirit,” in which the most 

learned Bull, understanding the word “Son” of the second Person of 

the Trinity, determines that of Him it is predicated, that He is “a 

holy Spirit},” i.e., God, who is a Spirit, and likewise most holy. ! Sanctus 
Mellier, on the contrary, in page 42, thus explains the expression : qriritue 
‘* He who is called in the parable or similitude Son, even the Son of 

the Lord of the farm, is in reality nothing else than the Holy Spirit, 

that is, the breath or power of God the Father.” Indeed the opinion 

of our reverend author seems to be confirmed, and the exposition of 

his opponent overthrown, not only by the fact that this Person is 
designated “the Son of God,” (which our opponent himself allows 

to be ‘‘spoken very improperly, and by a misapplication of terms’, of *catachres- 
the Holy Ghost,’’) but also because it is added, ‘‘whom He also had tice, 

as His heir and beloved ;” and that the man Christ Jesus “‘ was made 

co-heir with Him?,” which are scarcely, indeed not at all, suitable to 

be said of the Holy Spirit, the Third Person [of the Trinity,] or, to 

use our opponent’s phrase, to the power of God the Father; but do 

most suitably apply to the Word or Second Person. In the next 

place, the forementioned® Son is in this parable represented as being ? iste. 
taken into counsel by God*. But in Similitude ix. 12. the Shepherd 

teaches the same respecting the Word, as follows; ‘‘The Son of [181] 
God, indeed, is more ancient than any creature, so that He was pre- 

sent in counsel with His Father for the creation of the world.” For 

that Jesus Christ is to be understood here, is not only most plainly 

shewn by what follows in the same place, but is freely allowed by 
Mellier, p. 28, as by Zwicker, who is forced to submit on this point. 

To this must be added, that in the same Similitude ix. 1, it is said 

of that Spirit, which spoke to Hermas‘, ‘‘The Son of God is that 

Spirit ;” in which place also our opponent, page 42, understands 

Christ to be meant, although he very wrongly takes Him to be a 

mere man, and thinks that He is honoured with the appellation 

‘‘ Spirit” in this passage from the circumstance that He “was made 

a quickening Spirit,’’ according to 1 Cor. xv.45. These arguments, 

I repeat, and other such, I might urge in defence of the opinion of 

our excellent author. 


* [Adhibito itaque filio, quem cha- b [p. 118, quoted above, i. 2. 5. p. 
rum et heredem habuit, § 2. p. 106. 46, note o.] 
Volo eum filio meo facere cohzredem. * [Ille enim Spiritus Filius Dei est. 
Ibid. } § I. p. 114.) 
* (§ 6. p. 107.] 


Arren DIX. 
GRraBe's 
Nores. 


1 Suoob- 
oLoy. 


[132] 


 dvOpwal- 
ors. 


684 Additional testimonies out of St. Ignatius. 


3. But, passing by this discussion, let it be assumed, that the Son, 
who is called Holy Spirit in Similitude v., is not the Word, or the 
second Person of the Holy Trinity, still I conceive that no slight 
argument for His Divinity may be derived from other words of that 
passage. For in § 6.4 the Shepherd says of that Holy Spirit, that 
“He was first of all infused into the body (of Christ) in which God 
would dwell.” Where, since the infusion of the Holy Spirit is ex- 
pressly distinguished from the in-dwelling of God, and the one is put 
first as preparatory to the other, it is taught clearly enough, that not 
only the Holy Spirit, or the power of the Most High, sanctified the 
body of Christ, but that another Person also dwelt within Him, whom 
the Shepherd calls by the name of God, even the Son of God, as our 
adversaries must themselves allow; since they, as well as we, deny 
that God the Father was personally united to the human nature of 
Christ ; and they cannot say that He was in Christ merely through 
the Spirit, or, in other words, through the power of the Godhead, 
consistently with the words of Hermas; seeing that he makes this 
distinct from the in-dwelling of God. There are, indeed, several 
points which cal] for animadversion in Mellier’s long discussion re- 
specting the meaning of Hermas, especially those parts, in which 
he ineffectually contends against the subsistence of the Holy Ghost 
distinct from God the Father, which is frequently intimated by the 
Shepherd ; since however our present object is only to maintain the 
consubstantiality! of the second Person, we will not digress to other 
matters. 


ON BOOK II. CHAP. 2. § 6. 


Or Sr. Ianarivs. 


To the testimonies which were alleged out of St. Ignatius, in 
support of the Divinity of Christ, in § 6. of this chapter, the follow- 
ing may be added; in his Epistle to the Ephesians, § 18°, “For 
our God, Jesus Christ, was borne in the womb by Mary according to 
the dispensation of God.” A passage which you may find quoted 
word for word in the first dialogue of Theodoret. In the same epistle, 
§ 19'; “‘God being manifested after the manner of man? [i. e. in 


4 [p. 107, quoted above, p. 90. @eov.—[p. 15.] 
note t. ] f Gcot avOpwalyws pavepoupévon eis 
© é yap Oeds jyay Inoots 6 Xpiords xauvdryta aidlov fwis.—[p. 16. ] 
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human flesh] unto the renewal of eternal life.” Again, in § 208; on Boox1. 
“In Jesus Christ, who is of the family of David according to the ©#-27-8& 
flesh, the Son of Man, and Son of God.” In the inscription of the Ianatrus. 
epistle to the Romans®, Jesus Christ is twice called ‘‘ our God,” and 

in the epistle itself, p. 141, these words occur; ‘For our God, Jesus 

Christ, being in the Father, is the more manifested.” Although I 

must confess that this passage is not recognised either by the 
translator or the interpolator *. Lastly, at the end of his epistle to 
Polycarp!: “TI pray. that you may always be strong in our God 

Jesus Christ.” Compare my notes in the following chapter, (chap. 

3,) on Clement of Rome, § 2. 


[168] 
60 


ON CHAP. III. § 3. &e. &e. 


Or St. Clement or Romp. 


1. IN reply to Zwicker, who rashly put out the statement, that 
Clement of Rome, in his first epistle to the Corinthians, scarcely 
acknowledged any other than the human nature in Christ™, our very 
learned author, in § 3. of this chapter alleges against him the fact, 
that St. Clement, in § 32, in describing those great gifts, ra peyadeia 
trav 8opeav, which were granted by Godto the family of Abraham 
because of his faith, writes thus; ‘‘ From him [came] our Lord 
Jesus according to the flesh!;” “where” as he well observes, by! é aéros 
the limitation, ‘‘ according to the flesh,” is manifestly intimated neal 5 
that there was another nature in Christ besides the human, or the xara odp- 
flesh, which He derived from the loins of Abraham. And this ob- *® 
servation, I think, derives no slight confirmation from the fact, that 
Clement being bishop of Rome, and writing his epistle to the 
Corinthians in the name of that Church, seems to have derived, nay, 
copied, the limitation in question, from St. Paul’s Epistle to the 
Romans ix. 5, “ Of whom, Christ [came] according to the flesh ;”’ 

(CEE dv 6 Xpiords rd xara odpxa.) Now, as in this passage there is im- 


€ Inood Xpior@ tHe kata odpxa ex 
yévous Aafl8, te vig dvOpdrov, kat 
vig @cod.—[ibid. } 

h (xara &ydrny "Incod Xpicrov, rod 
Geod nav. ... dv “Inoot Xpiore te 
@eg juav.—p. 25. Dr. Grabe refers 
to his own Spicilegium Patrum, vol. i. 
sec. ii. p. 13.] 

5 yap eds jay’ Incods Xpirrds év 


Tlatp) dv pardov galveratr—t[p. 14. 
of the Spicilegium; § 3. p. 27. ed. Co- 
tel. ] 

k [i.e. it is not contained either in 
the old Latin version, or the interpo- 
lated copies. } 

1 BhGc0c Spas Sid wavrds ev Ocg 
jpav Incod Xpior@ evxopat.—[p. 42. ] 

™ (Quoted above, p. 106.] 
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the foregoing limitation, in these words, ‘‘ Who is over all, God blessed 
for ever,” (‘O dy él wavrey Geds eirAoynris eis rots aidvas,) 80 I 
doubt not that Clement too, in using St. Paul’s limitation, also had 
in his "mind the words [of the Apostle] which follow, respecting the 
Godhead of Christ. For Clement borrowed, or at any rate imitated, 
other expressions also out of St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. I 
quote a single verse as an instance, (the last verse of the first 
chapter,) which is thus cited in Clement’s epistle, § 35": ‘ For 
they who do these things are hated of God; and not only they who 
do them, but they likewise who take pleasure in them.” And from 
this, I may observe in passing, the question respecting the various 
readings of this passage of the Apostle, is decided; for St. Clement, 
no doubt, had in his hands the very autograph of Paul’s Epistle®, 
which was still preserved in the Roman Church in the time of Ter- 
tullian, and copied his words from it. 

2. But what if a passage be found in the epistle of St. Clement 
now quoted, in which Christ is expressly called God. It may in- 
deed seem incredible; not only because Photius, cod. 126P, observes 
that ‘‘(Clement], in calling our Lord Jesus Christ, High-Priest 
and Defender, does not employ concerning Him those expressions 
which are of a higher character and suitable to God;” but also be- 
cause no theologian, so far as I know, has hitherto alleged any such 
passage against the opponents of the Divinity of Christ. Such a 
passage, however, there is in § 2. of this epistle, though perhaps 
not obvious at first sight, in which the Corinthians are graced by 
such an eulogium as this; ‘‘ Being satisfied with the portion God 
had given to you, and giving good heed to His words, ye were em- 
braced in His bosom, and His sufferings were [present] before your 
eyes4,””. Observe the expression ‘‘ His sufferings,” ma@jpara avroi’ 
1.e., Clearly His of whom mention was made in the clauses immedi- 
ately preceding, even God, rod Geov', who can be none other than 
Jesus Christ, the Son of God: for to God the Father sufferings can 
in no wise be ascribed. Nor ought this mode of expression to be 


Tavra yap of xpdocovtes orvynro) 
Te @ep txdpxovow' ot pdvoy St oi 
mpdocovres avTd, GAAd Kal of cuvevdo- 
xovvres abrots.—[p. 168. } 

* [Grabe refers here to the words of 
Tertullian, which occur in the treatise 
De Prescript. Heret. 36. p. 215, where 
he is speaking of the authentice apo- 
stolorum litera, ‘‘the originals of the 
Apostles’ epistles.’ But the learned 
writer is mistaken.—B. Dr. Burton 
did not think, as Grabe did, that by 


authentice litere the originals were 
meant. ] 

P [See the Greek above, p. 105, 
note m. . J 

9 rots épodlois Tod Beod dpxotuevoi, 
kal Tpoo'éxovres Tovs Adyous abrod émt- 
BEAGS, Corepuioudvor Are Tois oxAdy- 
xvos, Kal td wabhuara abrov Fv xpd 
dpOarpav Suov.—t[p. 148.] 

r [Cotelerius had remarked this be- 
fore Grabe, according to Bowyer.—B.] 
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thought inconsistent with the apostolic faith, or the age of Clement. on Book 11. 
For as St. Paul in his discourse at Ephesus, Acts xx. 28, attri- C#.3-§ 3: 
butes to God “His own blood,’ i8ov alua, and after him Ignatius, CLE™ R- 
near the commencement of his epistle to those same Ephesians, 

speaks of them as ‘‘ being followers of God, having re-kindled [you] 

by the blood of God’,” 80 also, in his epistle to the Romans, 

the latter thus writes‘; ‘‘ Permit me to be a follower of the suffering 

of my God;” émrpéWaré pot pepnrny elvar madovs rod Ocod pov, as the 

ancient commonly received Latin version also reads, and translates. 

“« Sinite me imitatorem esse passionis Dei mei.’ Of Tatian, and some 

other fathers more recent than Clement, who used the same expres- 61 
sion, I say nothing in this place. 

3. I do not forget the conjecture of Patricius Junius, in a note on 
this passage, that instead of waGjpara we should perhaps read paby- 
para. But this conjecture is deservedly thrown aside, as it tampers 
with the text unnecessarily, and without the authority of any MS.; 
and also because in another passage of this very epistle of Clement, 
“the sufferings of Christ” are said to be “placed,” or ought to be 
placed “ before the eyes of the faithful.’”” Thus in § 7. he says"; 
“‘ Let us look stedfastly to the blood of Christ, and see how precious 
His blood is in the sight of God; which being shed for our salvation 
has offered the grace of repentance to all the world.” Similarly in 
§ 21, he says*; “Let us reverence our Lord Jesus Christ, whose 
blood was given for us.” And in that place, without one word 
intervening, St. Clement goes on to this effect; ‘‘ Let us respect 
those who are set over us; let us honour our elders; the young let 
us school in the discipline of the fear of God; our wives let us guide 
aright to that which is good; let them exhibit the amiable character 
of chastity,’ &c. I have quoted these words here, to shew the reader 
how exactly they correspond to what occurs four or five lines before 
the passage respecting the sufferings of God, ma6npara Ccod, set forth 
before the eyes of the Corinthians ; which are as follows’; ‘‘ Being 
subject to those who have the rule over you, and giving becoming 
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res dv aluars @cov.—[§ 1. p. 12.] 

t (§ 6. p. 29.] 

" drevicwuey eis Td alua Tov Xpiorov, 
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to be grave, and sober-minded; and exhorted the women to do 
all things with an unblameable, and grave and pure conscience,” 
&c. He must be blind who does not at the first glance observe the 
parallelism of these passages, and perceive that St. Clement in the 
former passage commends the Corinthians for these 20 excellent 
acts, which they had before fulfilled; and in the latter exhorts them 
to repeat simply these former works, which they had discontinued, 
and to return to their good fruit. As therefore, in the one, he ad- 
monishes them that the Lord Jesus, whose blood was shed for the 
faithful, ought to be reverenced; in the other he appears to have 
actually commended them, for that they had kept in mind and duly 
prized the sufferings of God made flesh. 

4. I proceed to the words of Clement in § 16, which our most 
learned author has adduced above § 4. [p. 107.] in proof of the 
Divine Majesty of Christ, but which his adversary, under his feigned 
name of Luke Mellier, has distorted, so as to make Christ not only 
a mere man, but also liable to sin, although not sinning actually. 
For, from the statement of Clement, that Jesus Christ ‘‘ came not in 
the pomp of pride and arrogancy, though He might have so come’,” 
he draws this conclusion: ‘“ Here he expressly allows, that, although 
Jesus Christ came not in the pomp of pride and arrogancy, yet He 
might have come in the pomp of pride, i.e. that He might have sinned, 
if He had willed. Now, he who asserts such things as this of Christ, 
does, by that very assertion, most manifestly deny that He was united 
in one person with the supreme Godhead, or consisted of the Divine 
and the human nature joined together personally; for [the Divine 
nature] would have rendered the human perfectly incapable of sin.” 
What censure this assertion deserves, supposing it were false, the 
author himself proclaims to his own condemnation, when he afterwards 
adds, ‘‘ As he would be a blasphemer, who should say that the Most 
High God could sin, so he would be no less a blasphemer who 
should utter the like of human nature, when conjoined with the 
Divine by an indivisible and personal union.” Why then, O weak 
man, have you so recklessly uttered those words, nay, written and 
published them, [and] made yourself a blasphemer against Christ, — 
and a slanderer of His servant St. Clement? For he did not 
write that Christ might have come év dAafoveia xal tmepnpavia, “in 
pride and arrogancy,” and thus have sinned; but that He did not 
come éy xéum@ ddafovelas xat irepnavias, ‘in the pomp of pride and 
arrogancy,’’ that is, in noise, and with such pomp, as the proud and 


* [Cited above, p. 107, note t.] 
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arrogant (of ddd{oves xal érepnavor) are used to exhibit, when they on Boox 11. 
appear in public. But Christ might have come with such external fH. 8. § 3. 
accompaniments and splendour, if He had willed, and yet He would Crem. R. 
not on that account have incurred the charge of arrogancy, or sinned 
through pride: even as He will not sin, when He shall come here- 
after, ‘‘ glorious in His apparel, travelling in the greatness of His 
strength,” Isaiah Ixiii. 1, or when He “shall come in His glory, 
and all the holy angels with Him,” when He “shall sit upon the [172] 
throne of His glory,’ Matt. xxv.31. This being so, there is no 
need to interpret the words xaimep Suvdpevos by quamvis potens sit, 
(‘although He be mighty :’’) or to adopt Jerome’s paraphrase, cum 
possit omnia, (‘‘although He be Almighty :”’) though this is not 
so absurd as Mellier imagines. That is also a foolish cavil, with 
which this writer attacks Bull for writing of Christ, that, “in His 
advent, He did not demean Himself as the sceptre of the Majesty 
of God4.” This is indeed most true, if you rightly interpret “the 
sceptre of the Majesty of God.” For no Socinian, I apprehend, 62 
denies that this denotes that regal power of Christ, which the 
Father gave to Him, in order that, as ‘“‘ King set upon Mount 
Zion,” He should rule the Jews in His name. But when certain of 
the Jews came to Jesus “‘to take Him by force and make Him a 
king, He departed,” John vi. 15, and at length ‘“‘ He went into a far 
country, to receive for Himself a kingdom, and to return,” Luke 
xix. 12. But He did not receive it in His first advent, for “the 
kingdom of God” did not ‘immediately appear,” because ‘‘ His 
citizens hated Him, and said, We will not have this man to reign 
over us.” ibid., 12 and 14. But it is tedious to delay any longer on 
these topics. 

5. Out of the second epistle to the Corinthians, which bears the 
name of Clement, Dr. Bull in § 5, [p. 110,]| has alleged two pas- 
sages witnessing to the Divinity of Christ: to the former of which, 
wherein we are bidden so to think of Jesus Christ, as mep) Cecoi, 
‘‘as of God,” his adversary makes no reply, satisfied perhaps with 
thinking himeelf, and leaving others to think, that the author of the 
epistle meant the ‘‘ made,” or rather the pretended!, “‘ God” of the ' factum 
Socinians. The latter passage, however, he has wrested toa meaning gah 
entirely different from that which the words present to the reader at Deum. 
the very first glance. The Greek text stands thus: ‘O Incots Xpiorés 
6 Kiptos, 6 adcas pas, dy pev rd mp&rov mvedpa, eyevero odpé, xd. 
Which Patricius Junius thus translated into Latin: ‘‘ Jesus Christus 
Dominus, qui nos servavit, cum primum esset Spiritus, caro factus est.” 


« [See p. 108.} 
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flesh,” &c. The version, however, or rather perversion, of this pas- 
sage upon which Mellier insists, is: ‘‘ Jesus Christus Dominus, gui 
nos servavil, gui quidem est primarius (seu pracipyus) Spiritus, erat 
oaro ;’’ (‘ Jesus Christ, the Lord, who saved us, who is the primary 
(or principal) Spirit, was flesh ;”) understanding, that is, by “ the 
primary or principal Spirit,” Christ the exalted man. But let us 
see how he goes on to prove this his interpretation and exposition: 
“Christ, the exalted man,” he says, “we have seen designated ‘a 
Spirit’? in Hermas, a contemporary of Clement.” He refers no 
doubt to the ninth Similitude’ of Hermas, where the Shepherd says 
to him, “I will shew thee whatsoever things the Spirit shewed thee, 
who spake with thee under the figure of the Church, for that Spirit 
is the Son of God.” But in this place it is not the Son of God, 
much lese the man Christ Jesus, who is called a Spirit; but on the 
contrary, the Spirit who appeared to Hermas is said to be the Son 
of God; which, as every one sees, are quite different things. Nay, 
Mellier himeelf saw this; and accordingly, after he had said, page 
45, ‘“‘It is perhaps' Christ, the human Son of God, whom here 
in Similitude ix. he calls Spirit ;’’ he immediately adds, [as if] dis- 
trusting that explanation, “or rather, that Spirit, who is said in 
book i. to have caught away? Hermas, &c., whom he called the Son 
of God.” It is then evidently to no purpose to adduce Hermas on 
this pot. Then as to the word sporoy, Mellier is in error in sup- 
posing that it is used by Clement in his first epistle to the Cor- 
inthians, § 47, as meaning “ primary” or “principal.” For spéroy 
in this place does not signify precipue (‘‘ principally’) but primum 
(‘‘ first’), or time past, as is altogether clear from the additional 
phrase év dpxy rov evayyeAXiov, ‘‘in the beginning of the Gospel,” or 
of the preaching of the Gospel; and also from the fact, that the cen- 
sure, which Clement there points against the Corinthians on account 
of their different followings after Peter, Paul, and others, 1 Cor. i. 11, 
&c., was not the principal subject on which Paul wrote to the Corinth- 
lans; for there are other matters of greater importance contained in 
his Epistle, such as the proof of the resurrection of the faithful, &c. 
I grant that in § 3 of this latter epistle [of Clement, ] the word sparov 
may be rendered precipue (principally) ; but then, on the other hand, 
in § 11 it manifestly means primo, or prius (at first), in the following 
words: AdSere dpedov’ mp@rov péev cuddoppoel, etra BAagros yiverat, k.d. 
“Take a vine; at first it puts forth leaves, then branches,” &c. The 


* Volo ostendere tibi, quecumque  clesie locutus est tecum; ille enim 
Spiritus tibi ostendit, qui in effigie ec- Spiritus Filius Dei est.—[ Init. p. 114] 
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point therefore is at issue between Junius and Mellier; and I have 
quite as much right to say on the side of the former that dy rd spéroy 
sveipa is rightly translated cum primum esset Spiritus (‘‘ being at first 
Spirit’), as Mellier has to say that rd aparoy mveipa most properly 
denotes precipuum Spiritum, (‘‘the principal Spirit ;’’) but he adds 
smo debet, ‘‘ nay it ought” [to be so translated.] Be it so; let it be 
supposed, though not allowed, that ré spGrov mvedpa here does mean 
“ the principal Spirit ;”” how will he then prove that Clement applies 
this designation to “ Christ the exalted man?” Certainly not from 
[Clement] himself, nor from any other of the apostolic writers, 
Certainly if ré mparoy mvetpa must be taken to mean ‘the principal” 
or “‘ first Spirit,” I should then understand Christ to be so designated 
according to His Divine Nature, which was afterwards clothed with 
flesh; inasmuch as He is, and ever from the beginning has been, the 
Captain of the angels and holy spirits of God, Joshua v. 14, and after- 
wards was made man, “that, as the Word of God is Prince among 
the super-celestial and spiritual, and invisible beings, so He may 
have the pre-eminence also among the visible and corporeal,’ 
according to the doctrine of Irensus, iii. 18, p. 241, col. 1°, which 
the Arians anciently accepted, although it is impiously rejected by 
the Socinians of the present day. But I could never bring myself 
to interpret the words mparov mvetpa, & éyévero oapf, that Christ 
who had before ‘“‘been flesh,” afterwards became “the principal 
Spirit.” | 

6. But the audacious adversary proceeds; ‘‘ This sense is abso- 
lutely required by the subject of which Clement is treating.” For he 
pretends that this holy father, after he has affirmed that ‘“‘ the faith- 
ful will in the flesh enter” into the kingdom of God, meets a tacit 
objection on the part of such as should say; “‘nay, rather, in the 
kingdom of God we shall be spiritual, why do you say therefore that 
we shall in the flesh enter,” &c.? and answers it to this effect; ‘‘ Be- 
hold, Christ our Lord, who saved us, who has been given to us for an 
example, who is now Spirit, yea the principal Spirit, was previously 
flesh, These things therefore are not inconsistent with one another. 
You will also be capable of becoming immortal spirits or spiritual 
beings, although you be flesh, and in the flesh shall enter,” &e. And 
after this he thus concludes; ‘‘ You see how well these things are 
connected together, and in this view how apposite is the example of 
Jesus Christ, which Clement adduces.” I however simply see how 
ill these things hang together, and in this view how apposite is the 
example of Christ, not indeed to solve, but to confirm the objection 


* [c. 16, 6. p. 206.] 
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Arrenprx. of the [supposed] gainsayers. And do you attend, in order that you 
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may see it also. The author of this epietle is contending against those 
Corinthians, who denied that there was a resurrection of that flesh 
which we carry about with us on earth, on the supposition that it is 
incapable of eternal life, and cannot possibly consist! with the Spirit, 


‘oonsistere. the author of immortality. ‘ Let none of you,” he says, “‘ say that this 


flesh is not judged, nor rises again. Acknowledge Him im whom 
you have been saved, and in whom you have received sight, only 
being yet in this flesh ;” then after a short interval occar the words 
in question, ‘‘ Jesus Christ the Lord, who saved us, dy pév rd spéro» 
mveipa, dyevero capt «.r., “ being at first Spirit became flesh,” &c. 
If Clement in these last words had meant that Christ, when He had 
previously been flesh, afterwards became Spirit, his opponent pressing 
upon him might have slain him with his own weapons, by making this 
retort ; Just as Jesus, being flesh, became Spirit after death, so we also, 
after we have laid aside our flesh through death, shall be wholly spirit, 
and rise again without this flesh. For the heretics were so far from 
denying that those who had been formerly in the flesh, might become 
spirit, or from rejecting these things as imconsistent (as Mellier pre- 
tends), that this was their very hypothesis. Why then should Clement 
have gone about to prove it? ‘ But,” he proceeds to say, when about 
to assail our exposition, ‘‘if you suppose him’’ (the author of the 
epistle) “‘ to speak of the Incarnation, what this most ancient Christian 
writer has here expressed will surely be cold and unmeaning words. 
Does he not, when he says‘, ovrws xal jpeis «.A., ‘In like manner we 
also’ &c., evidently compare us with Christ in that particular which he 
is asserting of Christ ?”’ Certainly not, I reply, and thus do I blow away 
all the folly which is built up as a superstructure on this question. 
The phrase ovr ypeis, [otras cai jpeis| ‘In like manner we also,”’ has 
reference to the words immediately preceding, ovrws jyas éxddecer, 
“thus He called us ;”” and the argument of the passage is as follows ; 
‘“‘In whatsoever state we have been called by Christ, and have been 
obedient to His calling, in the same shall we also be glorified and 
receive our reward. But it is in this flesh that we have been called 
by Christ, and have been obedient to His call; therefore in this flesh 
shall we be glorified and receive our reward.”” For the following 
words immediately precede those about which we are disputing, “ For 
just as you have been called in the flesh, so in the flesh shall we 
come.’ And thus also in the following clause; ‘ Thus,” i.e. in the 
flesh, “ He called us; in like manner also shall we receive our re- 
ward in this flesh ;”’ for, according to Romans viii. 30, “whom He 


t [See p. 110.] 


the true interpretation shewn to be required by the context. 693 


called them He also glorified.”’ It is only incidentally that Clement on soor 1. 
introduces the mention of our having been called in the flesh by on. 3. § 3 
Christ, who was also Himself clothed with flesh, though afore- CurM. R. 
time He was only Spirit: by which He indirectly extols the dignity [176] 
of the flesh, which his adversaries declared to be incapable of [re- 

ceiving] the Spirit, and therefore of immortality, and strikes them 

witha new weapon. For why should not our flesh be capable of being 

clothed upon with Spirit in another life, and of consisting together 

with it’, when Christ, who is Spirit as touching His Godhead, did not } simul 
disdain to put on flesh, and to unite it intimately with Himself? (Or cn. 
For this is the genuine and also the suitable meaning of the phrase, 
by which Christ ‘the Word,’ as John calls Him, and ‘ Spirit’ as Cle- 
ment, is said ‘to have been made flesh;’ it is therefore needless to 
answer the cavil, which Mellier has out of this passage aimed against 
the orthodox doctrine. As to the reading els instead of 6 ’Inaots in the 
Alexandrine MS.+, although it will not help him at all, yet, to be more 
certain on the point, I should like to examine that MS. myself, and 
to state how it really stands. I have not however the opportunity of. 
doing this, because the very learned Dr. Bentley, the royal librarian, 
is absent at Cambridge on public duty. or the same reason I am 
unable to prove the falsity of another conjecture which is added in the 
postscript about reading viv for pév. A convenient opportunity will - 
however be presented to me for doing so, please God, at another 
time. 

7. Lastly, with respect to the words of Clement, which Basil the — 
Great, and out of him our reverend author, has adduced above, § 5, 
({p- 110,] since they have been called in question by Mellier, I add. 
for the purpose of confirming them a parallel passage out of his first 
epistle to the Corinthians’, to the following effect; Od x) éva cds 
dxopev, xal éva Xpiordy, xal éy Iveipa, ‘‘ Have we not one God, and 
one Christ, and one Spirit?’? where he names the three Persons of 
the Godhead together ; ; although to the first, as the principle? of the ? princi- 
[other] twa, he gives xar’ éfoxjv the appellation, God. But I must PU 
refrain from further comment. 


* (In which MS. O12 often occurs for 4 ’Inaois. } ¥ (§ 46.) 
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1 dy aire. 


2 dy abreis. 


3 infernum. 


43 BAaords. 


694 The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarcis. 


TESTIMONIES TO THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST. 


TAKEN FROM 


THE TESTAMENTS OF THE XII. PATRIARCHS. 


Sincz the Testaments of the twelve patriarchs were, in the opmion 
of some learned men, written in the first century after Christ, and 
for that reason are inserted in my Spicilegiwm Patrum Seculi I., I 
wish to adduce here the followmg remarkable testimonies to the 
Divinity of Christ, gathered from them. In the Testament of 
Simeon, p. 156, we read these words*; ‘“‘The Lord, the great God 
of Israel, appearing on earth as a man, and saving Adam therein! ;” 
and afterwards, in p. 1577, “‘God taking a body, and eating with 
men, saved them.” A little while afterwards he calls the Messiah, 
Gedy xai dvOpwroy, ‘God and man.” In the Testament of Levi, p. 
159, an Angel addresses Levi in these words*; ‘‘ Through thee and 
Judah shall the Lord appear among men, in them? saving the entire 
race of mankind:” next, p. 160, Levi says, “that hell® shall be 
despoiled,” émi r@ maOer rov ipicrov, “on the suffering of the Most 
High.” In the Testament of Judah, p. 187, mention is made “ of 
the coming [or advent] of the God of justice,’’ (mapovaias rod Gecoi 
ris Sixaooivns,) from Jeremiah xxiii. 6, and xxxiii. 16, if I mistake 
not: and in p. 188 it is said of the Messiah, odros 6 Bdacrds Gcot 
inpicrov’ ‘‘ This is the offspring ¢ of God Most High,”’ from Isaiah iv. 
2. In the Testament of Zebulon, p. 203, [it is-written]: Mera ravra 
dvareXet dpiy avros Kupwus, das dixatooivns’ ‘‘ After this there shall 
arise upon you the Lord Himself, the Light of Righteousness :” «al 
Byeabe Ocdv ev cxnpart dvOperov, “and ye shall see God in the form 
of aman.” In the Testament of Dan, p. 208%; ‘No longer does 
Jerusalem endure desolation, nor is Israel in captivity, because the 
Lord shall be in the midst of her, associating with men: the 
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Christ called Ged, Lord, the great God, &c. 695 


Holy [One of] Israel also being king over them in humility and  resra- 
poverty.” TI refer the reader to my note on this passage at the end “FA” 
of the Spicilegium, p. 358, seg. In the Testament of Nephthalim, p. axcus. 
216: Ata rot oxnmrpov adbrov opbijrera: Oeds, xaronay éy avOporots 

émt ris yas, cca rd yévos "Iopayd’ “Through his seeptre [the [178] 
sceptre of Judah] shall God appear, dwelling amongst men upon 

earth, to save the race of Israel.” In the Testament of Asher, p. 

228, &c., it is thus written®; “The Most High shall visit the 

earth, coming Himself also as a man, eating and drinking among 

men, and in stillness bruising the head of the dragon through water. 

He shall save Israel and all the Gentiles, [even} God assuming the 
semblance of a man.” Lastly, in the Testament of Benjamin there 

is the following prophecy respecting the times of Messiah °: ‘Then 

shall we also rise again, each one of us to! our sceptre, adoring the * éx} oxjr- 
King of heaven, who appeared on earth in the lowly form of a man.” sepium. 
He afterwards adds that the Israelites shall be judged, drt rapaye- G 

wopevoy Gedy ev aapki édevOepwriy ove éricrevoay, “* because they did - 

not believe God their deliverer when He came in the flesh.”” Behold 

low Christ is called, God, Lard, the great God, &c. 


NOTES ON CHAPTER IV. § 1, xro. ns 


Or Sz. Justin Martyr. 


¥. Our reverend author has taken his first argument for the true 
Divinity of the Son, from those passages of Justin Martyr where 
Christ is, on this account, said to be God, because He was generated 
of God the Father Himself, as His first-born and His Word: these 
passages® occur in the Apology presented to Antoninus Pius, p. 96, 
and in the Dialogue with Trypho, pp. 355, 357. But [Justin] in a 


& § Shores éricxéveras rhy yhv, wad © rére nal huets dvaornasueba, | exa- 
abrds dA0dy as twOpwros, doblay rat oros én) ORT pov Teay,. Tpooxuvourres 
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pahr xa) wdvra rd, Uvn, eds eis Byvdpa 4 [See above, p. 135, notes h, i; P 
broxpivdpevos. 136, note k. } 


696 The Son God, because the Son: called Lord and God: 


Arrenpix. preceding passage also, p. 354°, asserted this in the following 

Gnasez’s very clear terms: ‘“‘ Jacob wrestled with Him who was visible in- 

Norse deed, because He ministered to the will of the Father; but who 

was God, because He was the Son, the first-born of all creatures.” 

Compare p. 267. D.‘ It is also worthy of remark, that Justin did 

not simply teach that God generated the Word; but that He begat 

texee Him, out of His own self!. Thus in the Dialogue with Trypho, p. 

ipeo. 284. A.£, he undertakes to prove from Scripture, ‘‘ That in the be- 

*dexte. ginning’, before all® the created beings, God begat from out of Him- 

® Séreusy self a certain rational power®, which is also called by the Holy Ghost 

rt View the Glory of the Lord, and sometimes Son, and sometimes Wisdom, 

tem quan- and sometimes Angel, and sometimes God, and sometimes also Lord 

damn Fatio- and Werd.” 

2. But although the two latter names, Lord and God, Kupios and 

@eds, are peculiar to God, Justin very often applied them, according 

[209] to the guidance of Scripture, to the Word or Son of God; aad he 

“nude ap- believed Him not barely to be called‘, but truly to be® God and Lord, 

sania as is clear from the following passages out of his Dialogue with Trypho. 

esse. Thus when he had, in p. 246. C.!, called Him Lord of Hosts, (Kipsoy 

durdyuewy,) he afterwards, in p. 254. D.j, sets himself to prove, “ that 

Christ is both God and Lord of Hosts,’ (érs nal eds xal Kupios rév 

Suvduewy d Xpiords:) and he establishes this from Psalms xxui., xivi, 

&e. Moreover, in p. 275. C.*, he says; “I will endeavour to con- 

vince you, who know the Scriptures, that Another is, and is called, 

God and Lord, under Him! who is the maker of all things ;”’ just 

as in p. 281. D.™, he says concerning Him, “‘ He is called God, and 

is God, and shall be,” (@eds xadreirat, cat Geds €or, xal Zora). And 

proofs [of this doctrine] Justin derived from the appearances which 

were made to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, [and] Moses, to whom, (as 

Justin insists to Trypho, in passages so many as to be almost inau- 
merable,) it was not God the Father, but the Word, who appeared. 


© édAacey “laxwB perd Tov paiwo- 
ftévou pv, dx rev TH Tov Tlarpds BovAp 
barnperety, @cod 3e, dx rou elva: réxvoy 
apwrétoxoy trav Srey xriopdtwv.— 
{§ 125. p. 218.] 

© [§ 48. p. 148.] 

© Bri dpydhy xpd wdvrov roy Krioud- 
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h (This I conceive ought to be ren- 
dered, not “in the beginning before 
all,” but “as the beginning before all.” 


edit. Bened.—B. ] 

41 [§ 29. p. 126.] 

i [§ 36. p. 133.] 
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1 (The reading introduced by Ste- 
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ixép; this Grabe followed, translating 
it “‘ preter,’’ besides; but, as Dr. Bur- 
ton noticed, instead of dwép the Bene- 
dictine editor restored dwd from the 
MSS. This is followed in the transla- 


tion. 
m [8 58. p. 156.] 


yet distinguished as another than the Father. 697 


8. When, however, in most of these passages, and [particularly | ON BOOKIT. 


in that very one which I have just quoted, [Justin] says, that He ° 


et 


who appeared to Abraham and to Moses was another God, (repos — M. 


@eds,) he does not mean that the Son is of an essence alien or 

ferent from the Father, but only indicates His distinct subsistence?, 
This is evident on a comparison of p. 283. A., and p. 227, &c. For 
in the former passage he says"; ‘The Creator of the universe will 
not be that God who spake to Moses, [saying] that He was the God 
of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob; but He 
who has been shewn to you to have appeared to Abraham and to 
Jacob, ministering to the will of the Creator of the universe’’—that 
is, the Word or Son of God. Whilst in the latter passage he speaks 
on this wise®: ‘Trypho, there never will be, and from the begin- 
ning of the world there never has been, any other God except Him 
who made and set in order this universe: nor do we believe our 
God to be one, and your God another, but Himself who led your 
fathers out of the land of Egypt with a mighty hand and stretched 
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out arm; and in no other do we put our trust, (for there is none . 


else,) but in Him in whom you also trust,—the God of Abraham, 
and of Isaac, and of Jacob.” In the opinion, therefore, of Justin, 
God who made the world is the same as the God of Abraham, of 
Isaac, and of Jacob ;. and yet is not the same: that is to say, He is 
the same in essence, but is not the same in person. I quit this argu- 
ment for the consubstantiality of the Son derived from the name of 
God, after having simply noted one more passage out of the afore- 
mentioned Dialogue, p. 340. D.?, in which Justin says concerning 
Joshua, that he distributed to the Israelites an inheritance, which 
was not eternal but only temporal, dre od Xpioris é Geds dy, ode vios 
@cod, “‘forasmuch as He was not Christ [who is] God, nor yet the 
Son of God.” These words I have added, to stop the mouth of any 
Arian or Socinign who should deny that Christ is designated God, 
6 @eds, by Justin, on the ground of the distinction which has been 
derived from Clement of Alexandria, Strom., book iii. p. 460. C.4, 
between Gcds, without the article, and 6 Geos, with it. 
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at 113, p. 206. 
@ [p. 548. 


[210] 


698 Justin teaches that Christ ie to be worshspped, i.e., 1s God. 


Arrenxvix. 4. But lastly, besides this, Justin has in mary passages! in the 


Grasz’s 
Norsgs. 


(211) 


TATIAN. 


*itidem. 


same Dialogue taught out of the Scriptures, that Christ is God [ who 
js] to be worshipped: thus in p. 287. B.*, after quoting these words 
of the forty-fourth Psalm; ‘“‘ He is Thy Lord, and thou shalt wor- 
ship Him,” he suggests that they imply, dri «al spooxyvprds eos, xal 


lL. Gede, nal Xpsorde’ that “He is to be worshipped, and is God, and 


Christ.” And in p. 293. B, C.*, when he asks Trypho, whether he 
knew of any other in the Scriptures designated as “to be worship- 
ped, and Lord, and God,” except Him who created this universe, and 
Christ ;” he implies that the latter is so designated as well as the 
former. In the following page, p. 294. C.*, he again makes mention 
of the Scriptures, ‘‘ which in express words demonstrate Christ to be 
both liable to suffering, and the object of worship, and God.” Lastly, 
in p. 302. B.*, he shews from the Scriptures that ‘‘ Christ is God, 
mighty and to be worshipped.” That none, however, is an object 
of worship except the true God, is most clearly taught by Justin, 
Apol. I. p. 31. lin. 5, and p. 82. 1. 30 of my own edition; or p. 63 
and the following ones’ of the Paris edition. Therefore he believed 
Christ to be such. 


ON § 10. 


Or Tatian AND THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH. 


Tuere are two passages of Tatian wherein he calls Christ God, 
which it will not be foreign to our purpose to notice. Thus in 
sect. 22. p. 54. lin. 8, of the latest edition*, which my excellent 
friend Mr. Worth has so well edited, he calls the Holy GhostY “the 
Minister of the God who suffered, (rév Sedxovoy rod memovOdros Ccod.) 
And in sect. 35. p. 77. lin. 9, &c.*, he has the following words; 
“We are not fools, ye Greeks, nor do we propound to you silly 
fables, when we declare that God was born in the form of man.” 

And to the passages, which in this same section? were quoted from 


F [§ 63. p. 160.) v § 16. p. 53.) 

* xpooxuynrdy, kal Kiptov, ral Gedy, = (The edition at Oxford, 1700.) 
[uh rt BAAOv Tiva.—F§ 68. p. 165. } y [§ 13. p. 255.] 

© al S:apshdnv roy Xpiordy nad raby- ® ob ydp popalvouey, kyBpes“EAAnves, 
tov, wal xpookuyntdy, Kal @edv adxo- odd Afpous awayyéAAoey, Cedy ey dy- 
deucvdovow.—[§ 68. p. 166. ] Opdrou hoppy yeyovévat narayyédAor- 

" Gedy icxupdy nal mpocxuynrdoy res.—[§ 21. p. 262.] 
Xpiordy bvra [é5pawoe.—f 76. p. 174.) 


Additional passages from Tatian and Theophilus. 699 


Theophilus of Antioch, I add two out of the third book to Autolycus. ow soox rt. 
In p. 122. D.*, he says; ‘ For our lawgiver we have Him who is in. CH * § 10. 
deed God,” (vopobérny Zxonev rév Svrws Gedy.) But that He who ap- THEOPHI- 
peared to Moses on mount Sinai and gave the law, was not God the __ 
Father, but the Son, Theophilus undoubtedly believed, with the en- 

tire body of the fathers of that age, as he clearly enough indicates in 

book ii. p. 100. A.» Again, at the very end of book iii. he says, that 

the heathen decreed rewards and honours for such Christians, ‘as 

with sonorous voice revile God” (rois ebpdvas iBpifovar roy C€dy). 

The Christians®, however, were not compelled by the heathen to deny 

or revile the supreme God, the first cause of all things, but Christ, 


whom they used to confess to be the Son of God, and one God with [212] 
the Father. Him, therefore, Theophilus appears to point out here - 
by the designation of God. | 
ON CHAPTER V. {233 ] 
84 


Or St. Inmn 2vs. 


1. To the testimonies which have been adduced in proof of the 
Divinity of Christ out of the writings of Ireneus it will not be out 
of place! to add the following. In book i. chap. 2. p. 45, of the last ! abs re. 
edition“, (which I shall always quote here,) in reciting the confession 
of faith? which the Catholic Church received from the Apostles and * symbo- 
their disciples, he sets forth Christ in the following words, as our ™™ fidet 
Lord and God, who, even after the future resurrection, is to be 
worshipped by all, according to the will of God the Father, line 15, 
&c.¢: ‘That every knee should bow to Christ Jesus our Lord, 
and God, and Saviour, and King, according to the good pleasure of 
the invisible Father.” Again, in book iii. chap. 10. p. 113. col. 1, (234) 
explaining the meaning ® of those gifts which the wise men brought ® rationem. 
to Christ then just born, he says, in line $2‘, that the frankincense 


* (§ 9. p. 386. © fva Xpiorge "Incod re rupley jpov, 
b (§ 22. p. 365.] nal ep, ral coriipi, kal Baoirel, kara 
¢ {It does not appear that Christians hy ebSoxlay rot Tlarpds Tov dopdrou 


are meant, but rather Gentiles, who 
obtain prizes for singing such things 
of God as are really an insult to Him. ] 

4 [That is Dr. Grabe’s own edition, 
Oxford, 1702.]j 


way yovu xduy.—te. 10. p. 48.] 

f Quoniam Deus, qui et notus in 
Judea factus est, et manifestus eis, qui 
non querebant eum.—[c. 9, 2. p. 
184.} 


700 Explicit testimonies to the Divinity of 


Arrexpix. was offered unto Him “inasmuch as [He was] God, who was both 
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made known in Jewry, and was manifested unto them who sought 


Him not.” In the same book, chap. 18. p. 242. col. 1. line 10, 
&c.', he teaches concerning Christ, that He is “the Saviour of them 
that are saved, and the Lord of them that are under [His] dominion, 
and the God of those things that are created, and the Only-begotten 
of the Father.” That is also worthy of observation which he ad- 
vances respecting the union of the Godhead and the Manhood in the 
person of Christ, and the reason of it, in a following chapter (20.) p. 
247, last line, and p. 248, line 1, &c.£, in these words; ‘‘ Therefore 
He united, as we have said before, man with God. For unless man 
had overcome the adversary of man, the enemy would not have been 
duly! overcome. And again, unless God had given salvation, we 
should not have had it securely. And unless man had become united 
with God, he would not have been able to be a partaker of incorrup- 
tion. For it behoved the Mediator between God and men, to bring 
them both together into amity and concord, by His own relation- 
ship? with the two.” Further on, in chapter 28, col. 2, line 85, he 
teaches, that the prophets had intimated that “the Son of God, 
who is God,” should come. And afterwards, in line 16, [he says ;] 
‘*He, (Habakkuk,) manifestly intimating that He is God, and that 
His coming should be to Bethlehem.” Whence, in line 22, he con- 
cludesi; ‘*God therefore became man, and the Lord Himself saved 
us.” And in chap. 26, p. 2573, after quoting the words of Isaiah 
respecting Christ, the Immanuel, he subjoins the following words of 
his own, col. i. line 6, “ Studiously therefore did the Holy Ghost 
signify by these words His generation, which is of the Virgin, and His 
substance, that He is God; for the name Immanuel signifies this.” 
And in col. ii. line 5*; “ And this, that He shall refuse the evil to 
choose the good, is characteristic of God, in order that we may not, 


f Salvator eorum qui salvantur, et 
Dominus eorum qui sunt sub dominio, 
et Deus eorum que constituta sunt, et 
unigenitus Patris.—([c. 16, 7. p. 206.] 

5 fvecey ody, xabus xpodpanev, roy 
bvOpwrov rE Ceg. El yap uh bvOpwwes 
dvienoey roy dytizadov Tov dvOpéwou, 
ob a» Sixalws evinhOn 5 exOpds. wdaw 
re, el ph d Geds Bwphoatro Thy cwrn- 
play, otx a» BeBalws toyopev abrhy. 
Kal el uh cvvnvddn 6 bvOpwros TG Ces, 
ob dy HduvhOn perarxelv ris ap0ap- 
alas. “Ede yap roy peoirny @cou re 
wal dvOpdmey, 812 ris idlas pds éxaré- 
pous olxe:érnros, els pirlay cal dudvoray 
robs duporépous cuvayayeiv.—(c. 18, 


7. p. 211.] 

» Filius Dei, qui Deus est... ma- 

nifeste significans quoniam Deus, et 
uoniam in Bethleem adventus ejus.— 
fc. 20, 4. p. 214. 

16 @eds od» EyOpwros éy&vero, kal 
abrds Kipios towcev ipas.—(c. 21. p. 
215. 

1 Diligenter igitur significavit Spi- 
ritus S. per ea, que dicta sunt, gene- 
rationem ejus que est ex Virgine, et 
substantiam, quoniam Deus; Emma- 
nuel enim nomen hoc significat.—[e. 
21, 4. p. 217.) 

* Quod autem non consentiet nequi- 
tia, ut eligat bonum, proprium hoc est 
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by the words ‘ butter and honey shall He eat,’ understand Him to be on soox 11. 
barely man, nor again by the name Immanuel suppose Him to be God __ oH. 5 
without flesh.” Moreover, from this same passage of Isaiah and 1®=N2Us. 
those other words of the same prophet, in ix. 6, “‘ And His name 
shall be called Wonderful, Counseller, the mighty God,’’ Irenzus in 
the same work, book iv. chap. 66. p. 363!, shews it to have been 
predicted, ‘‘ that the Word shall be flesh, and the Son of God the 
Son of man; and [although] made that which we ourselves also are, 
He is [still] the mighty God, and has an ineffable generation!.” } genus. 
Lastly, in book v. chap. 14. p. 421, &c.™, the holy father thus ad- 
dresses him to whom he sent his books: ‘‘ Remember then, most 
beloved, that thou art redeemed by the flesh of our Lord, and re- 
stored by His blood; both confessing [Him to be] God, and firmly 
accepting His human nature,” &c. Also chap. 17, p. 426. col. i. line 
19, &c.", he says; ‘‘ (Jesus) therefore, by forgiving sins, on the one 
hand healed the man (the paralytic), and on the other clearly shewed 
who He Himself was. For if no one can remit sins but God alone, and 
yet the Lord remitted them and healed men, it is manifest that He 
was the Word of God become the Son of man, receiving from the 
Father the power of remitting sins, because He was man and be- 
cause He was God; in order that, whilst as man He suffered with 
us, as God He might pity us, and remit us our debts, which we owe 
to God our Creator.” But that Christ is one and the same God with 
the Creator, against whom we had sinned, Irenzus plainly intimates 
in what goes before, in p. 425, col. 1, line 36°, in arguing as follows 
against the heretics: ‘‘ Well therefore does His Word [the Word of 
God] say to the man, ‘thy sins are forgiven thee;’ He, against 
whom we had sinned at the beginning, is the same who gives re- 
mission of sins at the end. But if we have transgressed the pre- 
cept of One, and it was Another that said, ‘thy sins are forgiven thee,’ 


- 85 


[236] ~ 


Dei, uti non per hoc, quod manducabit 
butyrum et mel, nude solummodo eum 
hominem intelligeremus, neque rursus 
per nomen Emmanuel sine carne eum 
Deum suspicaremur.—[Ibid. ] 

1 Quoniam Verbum caro erit, et Fi- 
lius Dei filius hominis, et hoc factus, 
quod et nos, Deus fortis est, et inenar- 
rabile habet genus.—([c. 33, 11. p. 
273.] 

™ Memor igitur, dilectissime, quo- 
niam carne Domini nostri redemptus 
es, et sanguine ejus redhibitus, et Deum 
confitens, et hominem ejus firmiter ex- 
cipiens.—[p. 311.] 

" Peceata igitur remittens hominem 
quidem curavit, semetipsum autem ma- 


nifeste ostendit, quis esset. Si enim 
nemo potest remittere peccata, nisi so- 
lus Deus, remittebat autem hee Do- 
minus, et curabat homines, manifes- 
tum, quoniam ipse erat Verbum Dei, 
Filius hominis factus, a Patre potesta- 
tem remissionis peccatorum accipiens, 
quoniam homo, et quoniam Deus; ut 
quomodo homo compassus est nobis, 
tanquam Deus misereatur nostri, et re- 
mittat nobis debita nostra, que Factori 
nostro debemus Deo.—[p. 314.] 

° Bene igitur Verbum ejus ad ho- 
minem dicit, remittuntur tibi peccata ; 
idem ille, in quem peccaveramus in 
initio, remissionem peccatorum in fine 
donans. Aut si alterius quidem trans- 
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3 adest. 
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such an one is neither good, nor true, nor just. For how can he be 
good, who gives what is not his own? or just, who takes what be- 
longs to another? and how are sins truly remitted, unless He Him- 
self, against whom we have sinned, has given the remission?” For 
unless Christ be one God with the Father, this argument, which was 
alleged against heretics who held two Gods, recoils on the head of 
Ireneus, and he had shamefully contradicted himself. To these are 
to be added the passages, in which Irenzus refuted the Ebionites, 
who denied the Divinity of Christ: these however I now omit, as our 
reverend author has adduced them, in opposition to Episcopius, in his 
Judgment of the Catholic Church &c. chap. i. § 38. 

2. Nor was it in an improper sense that Irenzus attributed Deity 
to Christ, as kings and priests used to be called gods: on the con- 
trary, he believed Him to be truly and essentially God, as is plain 
from the following passages. In book iii. chap. 21°, arguing against 
the heretics, who said that Jesus was ‘only a mere man begotten of 
Joseph,” after other things he has the following, p. 249, col. 2, line 
19, &c.: ‘ But it is obvious to all, who have attained but to a mo- 
derate’ knowledge of the truth, to see* that He (Christ), beyond all 
men who then lived, is declared by all the prophets, and apostles, and 
by the Spirit Himself, to be propsriy God, and Lord, and King 
eternal, and Only-begotten, and the Word incarnate. But the 
Scriptures would not have testified these things of Him, if He had 
been merely man like all others. But that He had in Him a gene- 
ration illustrious beyond all men, even that which is from the Most 
High, His Father; and likewise underwent® that excellent genera- 
tion which was of the Virgin, both these do the divine Scriptures 
testify of Him: and that He is man without comeliness‘, and passi- 
ble, &c. ; and that He is the holy Lord, and the wonderful Counseller, 
and glorious in His appearance, and the mighty God, coming on the 
clouds as the judge of all, all these things the Scriptures prophesied 


gressi sumus preceptum, alius autem 
erat qui dixit, remitiuntur tibi peccata 
tua, neque bonus, neque verax, neque 
justus est hujusmodi. Quomodo enim 
bonus, qui non ex suis donat? aut 
quomodo justus, qui aliena rapit? 
Quomodo autem vere remissa sunt 
peccata, nisi ille ipse, in quem pec- 
cavimus, donavit remissionem.— [p. 


313. ] 
P Nude tantum hominem dicunt ex 
Joseph generatum... quoniam autem 


ipse proprie preter omnes qui fuerunt 
tunc homines, Deus, et Dominus, et 
rex seternus, et unigenitus, et Verbum 
incarnatum, predicatur et a prophetis 
omnibus, et apostolis, et ab ipso Spi- 


ritu, adest videre omnibus, qui vel 
modicum de veritate attigerint. Hzc 
autem non testificarentur Scripture de 
eo, 81, similiter ut omnes, homo tan- 
tum fuisset. Sed quoniam preclaram 
preter omnes habuit in se eam que 
est ab altissimo Patre genituram, pre- 
clara autem functus est et ea, que est 
ex Virgine, generatione, utraque Scrip- 
ture divine de eo testificantur: et 
quoniam homo indecorus et passibilis, 
&c. et quoniam Dominus sanctus, et 
mirabilis Consiliarius, et decorus spe- 
cie, et Deus fortis, super nubes veniens 
universorum Judex, omnia de eo Scrip- 
turse prophetabant.—([c. 19, 2. p.212.] 


sense set forth by St. Irenaeus. 708 


of Him.” In like manner iv. 14, p. 302, col. i.line 114, he says con- on BooK 1. 
cerning the Saviour, that He is one, “‘ who receives testimony from all, —°™ 5. 
that He is rauzy MAN, and that He is rr2uzy Gop, from the Father, [®2*=" 
from the Spirit, from the angels, from creation itself, from men, and [7871 
from apostate spirits,” &c. On these words in my recent edition I 

have with good reason added the following note: “So clearly does 

he here express the truth of the Divine, as well as the human nature 

of Christ, that no place of escape is left for adversaries.” Lastly, in 

addition to all this, there are in proof of the true Divinity of Christ 

the Divine attributes, which Irenseus expressly ascribes to Him, and 

indeed those [very attributes] which Arians and Photinians alike, both 

ancient and modern, have denied to Him, I mean eternity and incom- 
prehensibility, if I may use such a word. Now the former, [eternity ], 

is treated of separately in book iii.; with respect to the latter, [in-. 
comprehensibility |, let it suffice to adduce here the remarkable! words ! egregia. 
in which the incarnation of the Son of God is described, book iii. ¢. 

18, p. 241, col. ii. line 16". ‘‘ The Invisible became visible, and the 
Incomprehensible became comprehensible, and the Impassible pas- 

sible, and the Word man, summing up? all things into His own ? recapitu- 
self.” lans. 


Or Meg timo. 


1. Wrru Ireneus I join Melito*, as a marked witness of the Divinity 86 
of Christ, following herein the example of the anonymous author of 
a book against the heresy of Artemon, written at the beginning of 
the third century, a fragment of which has been preserved in Euse- 
bius, Eccles. Hist. v. 28, where among other things we read‘: ‘“‘ For 
who is ignorant of the writings of Ireneus, and of Melito, and of the 
rest, which declare Christ to be God and man?”’ Of the works of 
Melito, indeed, there is extant in our days scarcely any thing more 
than the titles, as they are enumerated by Eusebius E. H. iv. 26, 
and by Jerome, in his catalogue of ecclesiastical writers. Now as 
one of these titles is wept évowpdrov Ocod, “concerning God incor- 
porate,” theologians have interpreted this ‘‘of God incarnate,” that 


9 Ab omnibusaccipienstestimonium, bum homo, universa in semetipsum re- 
quoniam VERE HOMO, et quoniam VERE  capitulans.—([c. 16, 6. p. 206. ] 
DEus, a Patre, a Spiritu, ab angelis, ab * Melito flourished about the year 
ipsa conditione, ab hominibus, et ab 170.—Cave. Bowyer. 
apostaticis spiritibus.—(c. 6, 7. p. 235. ] t 7d yap Elpnvalov re nat MeAlravos 
¥ Invisibilis visibilis factus, et in- «al rdv Aotray rls &yvoet B:BAla, Geds 
comprehensibilis factus comprehensi- «al &vOpemwov xatayyéAAovra Toy Xpic- 
bilis, et impassibilis passibilis, et Ver- rév.—([H.E. v. 28.] 
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Arrennrx. is, of Christ, and have used it in proof of the Divinity of the Saviour. 
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But that Melito in that work treated not of God incorporate", but 
corporeal (the word evodparos having both significations), Cotelerius, 
among others, has satisfactorily proved, (in a note on the seventeenth 
of the Clementine Homilies, ) from the words of Origen in Theodoret, 
Question 20, on Genesis, and of Gennadius of Marseilles, in chap. iv. 
of his work on the Doctrines of the Church. 

2. Passing by this title, therefore, let us see whether, notwith- 
standing that the entire works of Melito are lost, some fragments 
of them cannot be found somewhere, in which the Divinity of Christ 
is asserted; and two such fragments most worthy to be noted came 


‘in my way some time ago in reading the Hodegus of Anastasius, for 


in that work, chap. xii. p. 217, the Theodosians and Gaianites adduce 
the following words out of an Oration of Melito of Sardis on the 
passion of Christ*: ‘O Oeds wérovbev tnd deftas “Iopandirdos* “ God 
suffered by the right hand of Israel.” And Anastasius himself, 
chap. xiii. pp. 258 and 260, quotes from the third Sermon of Me. 
lito, ‘ concerning the Incarnation of Christ,’ (sep) capxocews Xpicroi,) 
in which the author is arguing against the heresy of Marcion, who 
denied the true Divinity of Christ, the following words worthy of all 
preservation’ ¥; ‘‘ There is then no necessity, for those who may have 
understanding, to prove the truth and reality’ of His soul and body, 
of that human nature which we have, by what He did after His 
baptism ; for what Christ did after His baptism, and especially His mira- 
cles, did, he [ Melito] says, manifest and prove to the world, His God- 
head hidden in the flesh. For the same Person, being at once God 
and perfect man, proved to us His two natures, on the one hand His 
Godhead, by His miracles during the three years after His baptism, | 
and, on the other, His manhood in the thirty years prior to His bap- 
tism, during which on account of His imperfection in respect to the 
flesh the signs of His Divinity were hidden, although He was very 
God before the worlds.” On a comparison of this passage with that 
which I have quoted from the anonymous writer, § 1, in which he 
testifies, that Melito declared Christ to be alike both God and man, 


“ [“incorporato;” Cotelerius’ word py’ eds yap dy uot Te Kal Uv Opesrros 
is “ incarnato.”’ rércos 6 aids, ras 860 abrot obolas 


x (Relig. Sacr., vol. i. 116.) 

Y &s obdepula asd-yen, Tots vouv Exou- 
ow, & av pera 7 Bderiopa 6 Xpiords 
Expate, wapiorgy 7d ddAnGes Kal apdy- 
TAaCToOV THs poxiis avrov Kal Tov odme- 
TOS THs xa’ nas avOpwnlyns picews. 
7a yap pera tb Bdxricpa, poly, bxd 
Xpiorot wpaxGévra, wal pdrora ra 
onpeia, Thy abrov kexpuppérny ey Capri 
Oedrara éhrouv xal émirrotryro rE Knéc= 


émierécaro uly, Thy pev Sedrnta ab- 
Tov Sit trav onpelow dy TH tpretle TH 
pera rd Bdwricpa, Thy 8 dO pends nra 
abron éy rois rpidxovra xpévois rots xpd 
rov Baxtlouaros, éy ols Sia Td dreres 
vd xara odpxa dwexptBn TA onpeia THS 
abrod Oedryros, xalmep @eds dAnOds 
mpomdnes ixdpyer.—[Reliq. Sacr., 
vol. i. p. 115.) 


swer to be made to this is abundantly shewn | 
on the passage, so that I need not enlarge on 


ON CHAP. VI. § 2, ¢ 


Or CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRE 


1. To the passages adduced from Clement 
port of the Consubstantiality of the Son I ad 
were omitted by our reverend author, as it 
brevity. In the Protrepticon, p. 5. D. occur 
at length hath appeared unto men this Word 
both, both God and man, the author to us 0! 
subsequent page, 8. C., these®; ‘John, ind 
Word, in some such way as this exhorted [me 


= obi dopey AlOwy oddeulay alabnow b poy 3h 
éxdvrwv Gepawevral, AAAG udvou @eod, ovTos 6 AG 
TOU xpd wdytwy Kal dw) xdyrawy, xaléwt «al kvOpwro 
Tov Xpiorou abrov byvrws @eovAdyoumpd Oav.—([p. 7 
algvey dopey Opnoxevral. (Dr. Routh, ©} pe” 
Reliq. Sacr., i. p. 126, maintains, as ratty wp 4 
others had done, that for éxl we should els @eod t¢ 
read &., “ and also of Christ.’’—B. ] 9. ] 

* (4to. Lond. 1695. ] 
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Arrenoix. the advent of God, [even] Christ.” In the first book of the Pzeda- 
Grase’s gogus, c. 2. p. 80, A., Christ, the Instructor of the faithful, is said 
Norges. to4 be “ God in the form of man, undefiled, ministering to the will of 
eu the Father, God the Word ', who is in the Father, who is at the right 
* hand of the Father, [being] God together with His [visible] form 
also.”” He is God even as the Father [is God], although He is called 
the Minister of the Father, whom He follows in order; just as the 
deacon is the minister of the priest, and yet is truly both a man and 
a clergyman, just as the priest is. The third chapter of the same 
book begins with these words*; “In every thing does the Lord give 
benefit and succour, both as man, and as God: as God, forgiving our 
2 wa3aye- sins; as Man, instructing? os, that we mey not sin.” In chap. 3. of 
ate the second book of the Pedagogus, p. 161, D. he says‘: “‘ See, the 
3 éxéyero Lord ate foods in a mean dish, and made His disciples sit down on 
(or, ac- the ground upon the grass, and girt Himself with a towel and washed 
Sylburg, their feet, the God and Lord of all things, void of all pride.’”” Far- 
éxefero.) ther also in Strom. vi. p. 684, A.6, [Clement] calls Christ “‘ God in 
the flesh,” (Gedy ¢v capxip) ; and throughout this treatise of the 
Stromata frequently calls Him ‘‘the Saviour God,” (Serjp Cecds,) 

[255] having in view the words of David in Psalm xxiv. 5, ‘“‘ He shall re- 
* éAenpo- ceive blessing from the Lord, and mercy‘ from God His Saviour.” 
oo. In book vii. of the Stromata, p. 733, he quotes these words, and adds 
8 wapa @eon the following of his own"; “ David, as it seems, shewed to us, in 
cewrnpos passing, that the Saviour is God.” See how often Clement has 
given to Christ the title of God, which he would not have done, un- 
less, with the Nicene fathers, he had believed that He was very God 
of very God. 

2. Nor can any one object that Clement, in book iii. of the Stro- 
‘awAds. mata, p. 460, C.i, makes a distinction between God (@eés) simply’, 
‘ej rov  [i. e. used without the article], and with the article prefixed’, that 
wee v™P°" is, 6 Oeds, and in the same passage teaches that in the latter mode 

the Almighty or supreme God is indicated; whereas in all the 
passages which have been now cited, Christ is called God (@eés), 
without the article prefixed. For here are other passages, where He 
is called 6 @eds. In book i. of the Pedagogus, c. 5. p. 92, A.*, we 

d @eds ev dvOpdérou cxyfpari, Bxpav- ebredci, wal xaréxAwey robs pabnras 


Tos, warping GeAfwari Sidxovos, Adyos emi ris wéas xapual, wal rots wddas 
@eds, 6 dv rH Marpl, 6 ee Setiav rod %uwrev abtav caBdvy wepiCwoduevos 6 


Tlarpbs, oiy nal rp oxhuar: @cds.—  rudos @eds wal Kips rev 8rav.— 
[p. 99.] [p. 190.] 

© xdyra dvlynow 5 Képios nal wdvra & [p. 812.) 
w@perci, ral ws kvOpwros, nal ds Ocds’ * xara wapadpophy, ws Loumev, Hiv 


rd uey Guaprhuara ws @eds dgielss eis @edv elvar roy corrijpa awddetey 6 Aa- 
St 7d uh efapaprdvew wadaywyav os Bid.—[p. 866. ] 
&vOpwros.—[p. 101. ] i [p. 548. ] 

f Spare, 5 Kips tpvBAly éxdpato k Lp. 112.) 
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read of “God the Word, who became man for us;” (rdv Gedy rév on BOOK II. 
Adyov, rdv BC jpas dvOpwrov yevsuevov') and in a following chapter, _°#- ® 
7. p. 110, C. D.1, of “the Lord God” and “the Divine Word,” 6 CL2™: At. 
Geds Kuptos, and 6 @eds Adyos. In like manner in book i. of the 

same work, c. 8. p. 182, C.™, he twice calls Christ “God,” and, “God 

loving unto man,” réy Gedy and rdv GirdvOpwrov Gedy. Lastly, in 

book vii. of the Stromata, p. 703, B., he has the following words, 

which are remarkable, not only on account of the article prefixed, 

but also on account of the attribute of omniscience ascribed to 

Christ, and other titles"; ‘‘ Ignorance does not attach to the God 

(rod cov), who before the foundation of the world was the coun- 

sellor of the Father. For this was the Wisdom in which Almighty 

God delighted. For the Son is the power of the Father, inasmuch 

as before all things that were made He was the most principal!’ dpxi«d- 
Word of the Father, and His Wisdom,” &c. On the omniscience ~”°” 

of the Son of God, whereby He scrutinizes the innermost thoughts 

of the hearts, and His omnipotence also, see the preceding page, 

702, A. B., and the following one, 704, B., to say nothing of other 


passages. 


ON CHAP. VIII. § 1. [279] 
102 
Or Carus. 
WE no longer possess the treatise of Caius here cited, rept mavris, 
(On the Universe,) entire: we have however a large fragment of it, 
that portion in which he treated ‘‘ of Hades, in which the souls both [280] 


of the just and of the unjust are contained,” edited first by He- 
schel, and not very long ago inserted by Le Moyne in his collection 
of various sacred writers; although he makes Hippolytus the author 
of it. Now we there read the following®: ‘And all, both just 
and unjust, shall be brought into the presence of God the Word; 
for unto Him hath the Father committed all judgment. And He, 
whom we call Christ, comes as Judge, accomplishing the Father’s 


' Lp. 181, 2.] 

m fp. 214.) 

2 kyvoww ox Awrera: Tov @eov, Tod 
apo xataBoAjjs xécnouv cupBovdAou yevo- 
uévou Tov Marpds. adry yap qv codia j 
mpocéxa:pev 6 wayroxpdrap @eds’ Séva- 
pis yap ToU @eod 6 vids, dre xpd wdy- 
Twy tev yevoudvey dpyiumdéraros Adyos 


Tov Tiarpds, nal codla abrod. .A— 
[p. 882. 

© wdyres 5t Sixaio: Te Kad BBixor evd- 
mov Tou @eod Adyou axGhoorrat’ robry 
yap Marhp rhy xplow xacay d&oxe. 
Kal ards Bovahy Tlarpbs ém:reddy xpt~ 
Ths wapaylvera, by Xpiordy xpocayo- 
pebouev.—[ Le Moyne, Var. Sac., p. 59. } 
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will.” I have no doubt that it is to these last words that Photius 
referred, in the passage which was quoted in § 1. of this chapter, 
where he says, ‘‘ declaring the appellation itself of Christ.’’ Con- 
cerning this appellation Chriet see below, p. 187, col. 2. [book iii. 
chap. 2. § 1. p. 403.] Moreover, he seems to have had the words 
‘‘into the presence of God the Word,” (évémov Ocod Adyov,) in his 
mind, when he wrote, ‘‘ however, respecting the Divinity of Christ 
our true God, he treats most accurately :” although no doubt there 
existed in this treatise many other passages, even more express, con- 
cerning the Divinity of Christ and His ineffable generation from God 
the Father. 


Additional testimonies from Hippolytus. 


ON § 2. 


Or Hippo.ytvs. 


1. Oruer very clear testimonies of Hippolytus to the Divinity of 
Christ are contained among several of his sayings cited by Theo- 
doret, Dialogue ii. tom. iv. p. 88, &c., and in the fifth of the Acts 
Lateran Council, in Labbe’s Councils, tom. vi. Thus in the fore- 
mentioned 88th page [of Theodoret, | the following passage is quoted 
from his discourse! on the Distribution of Talents®: ‘‘One might 
say that these and the heterodox approach very near? each other, 
being both in error in a similar way. For they also either hold that 
Christ was born into life a mere man, denying the talent of His Di- 
vinity ; or, acknowledging the Godhead’, they on the other hand take 
away the manhood ‘, teaching that He set a phantom? before the eyes 
of those who beheld Him as man; not having borne manhood 6, but 
rather having become a phantomlike appearance’; as, for instance, 
Marcion and Valentinus, and the Gnostics, by separating the Word 
off from the flesh, throw away the one talent, the incarnation.” 
The words of the same Hippolytus in a comment on Psalm u., which 
also we adduce on the authority of Theodoret, who cites them in p. 
89P, are likewise worthy mention: ‘This is He who, having come 


© rovrous 3t Kal rods érepoddtous ph- 
ceey by vis yervidy, opaddAopevous 
mwaparAnolws. Kal yap Kdxetvo: fro 
YAdv kvOpwrov duodroyotvat wepuxéva 
Tov Xpiorby els tov Blov, ris OedtyTOs 
abrod rd rdAavroy apvobuevot’ Fro Tov 
Gedy duodroyourvres avaipovrat wdAww Tov 
kvOpwrov, xepavtaciwkévat diddonovres 
Tas Shes alray Tay Oewndvwy ws hy- 


Opwrov, ob popécavra KvOpwrov, GAAG 
Sénnoly twa dacnaTrddn paddAov yeyo- 
vévat, olov Sowep Mapklwv nal Ovadrev- 
Tivos, kal of Tyworikol, Tis capKds aro- 
Siaowavres Toy Adyor, Td ev TdAavToy 
&roBddAAovrat, Thy évavOpernow.—L[ vol. 
i. p. 281.] 

P ovros 6 mpoeA@dy els tov Kdopor, 


@eds xal kvOpwros épavepwOyn. Kal roy 
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into the world, was manifested as God and Man. Now His human on soox1r. 
nature! we may easily perceive, when He hungers, and is weary, and cu. 8 § 2 
thirsts through fatigue, &c. His Divinity’? on the other hand we HIProLy. | 
may evidently see, when He is adored by angels, and beheld by 1_,, x. 
shepherds, and expected by Simeon, and witnessed to by Anna, Opwxov 
and sought by the Magi, and pointed out by a star; and [when] rt. oy 
at the marriage He makes water wine, and rebukes the sea, tossed airoi, 
by the violence of the winds, and walks upon the sea, and makes 
one blind from birth to see, and raises Lazarus, four days dead, 
and performs various mighty deeds, and forgives sins, and gives 
authority to His disciples.” The same father, in a sermon on Elka- 
nah and Hannah, quoted in p. 88, called Christ God, speaking thus4; 
‘‘ There were three seasons in the year which typified the Saviour 
Himself, in order that He might accomplish the mysteries which were 
prophesied of Him: at the passover, that He might shew Himself to 
be Him that was to be sacrificed as a Lamb, and be manifested as 
the true Passover, as the apostle says; (1 Cor. v.7,) ‘Our Passover 
is sacrificed for us, [even] Christ, [who is] God®.’” He ascribed the 3 xpords 
attribute of Divine omnipresence also to Christ in his treatise on the Ses. 
Passover, from which the following words are quoted in the fore- 
mentioned volume of the Councils, col. 287, 288": ‘‘ He was en- 
tire in all and in every place, and, though He filled the universe, 
He disrobed Himself naked‘ before all the principalities of the ¢ ayrawe- 
air, and for a little while he cries that the cup might pass [from caro. 
Him, | in order that He might truly shew that He was man also.” 
Observe the phrase ‘man also;’ because, that is, He had another 
nature besides, and was God. 

2. Besides the above, there are other statements of Hippolytus 
out of a commentary of his on the Book of Genesis, That com- 
mentary indeed is lost: still some fragments of it have been pre- 
served in what are commonly called the Catenas of the fathers on 


[282] 


pev kvOpwwrov abrov ebxdAws dor) voeiv,, 


Ste wewvG, wal xowig, wal ndpywy 5g 
x. A. Td 8t Geixdy abrod wdAw pave- 
pos tory ideiy, Ste bw’ ayyéAwy xpog- 
kuveirat, xal Oewpetra: bwd woiméver, 
nal wpoc8oxara: bwd Lupedy, wal bwd 
“Avyns paprupetrat, nal Snreira: bwd 
Mdywv, xal onpualveras 80° dordpos, xa) 
Bdwp év yduors ofvov d&repydterat, nad 
Oadrdrrn bwd Bias dvdpwv xiwoupévy 
émiriuG, wal éx) Oardoons weprrarei, 
Kal ruprdy éy yeveriis épgyv morel, Kad 
vexpoy Adfapov rerpatuepoy dog, 
kal woxlrAas duvduets reAet, Kal dpuap- 
thas &pinot, nad éouclay d{3eor pwabn- 
rais.—([vol. i. p. 268. } 


@ rpets xaipol rov émavrov wpoetur- 
ovvro els abrdvy tov owriipa, wa ra 
mxpognrev0évra ew) abrot pvorhpia ém- 
Tedéon’ dv pey tq wdoxa, Wa éautdy 
émdeitn toy wédAdAovra ds xpdBaroy 
Obecbar, Kal dAnOwhy wxdoxa Selxvu- 
Oat, as b aadorodos Aéyer’ 70 8t wdo- 
xa hua drip jay érbOn, Xpiotds 5 
@eds.—[vol. i. p. 267. ] 

F “Odos hy év waot Kal xavraxoi, ye- 
ploas 8 1d way xpds xdoas ras deplous 
dpxas yuuvds dytawedéicaro, xal mpds 
dAlyor Bog wapeAGeiy Td worhpioy, a 
Seltn GAnOws, B71 Kad bvOpwwos hy.— 
(vol. ii. p. 45.) 
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the fore-mentioned book of Moses: some of which were transcribed 
at Rome by Isaac Vossius and were sent by him to the very learned 
Dr. John Mill, who out of his especial kindness towards me obligingly 
communicated them to me. Now amongst these fragments there 
occur the following words on ch. xlix. ver. 22, vids nignpuévos “laond, 
*“ Joseph is a grown son!*;” “ For since the only-begotten Word of 
God, being God of God,” (observe the phrase of the Nicene coun- 
cil itself, as above p. 101. col. 1. [p. 215,] ‘ Light of light,”’) 
‘emptied Himself, according to the Scriptures, voluntarily lowering 
Himeelf to that which He was not, and put on this inglorious flesh, 
and appeared in the form of the servant, having become obedient to 
God, even the Father, unto death, on this account also is He said to 
be thenceforth highly exalted; and as if, by reason of His human 
nature, He almost had it not, and as if it were of grace*, He receives 
the name which is above every name, according to the words of the 
blessed Paul; but in reality* the thing was not a gift, as of that 
which existed not in Him naturally‘ at the beginning, far from it; 


Testimonies out of fragments of Hippolytus ; 


* it should rather be deemed a going back®; and a recurrence® to 


that which belonged to Him in the beginning, and essentially, and 
inseparably.” And a little afterwards, on the words, evAcyias warpds 


- wal pnrpds, ‘the blessings of [thy] father and [thy] mother’,” he 
* comments as follows‘; ‘There is clearly and manifestly intimated 


the generation of the Only-begotten both from God even the Father, 
and through the holy Virgin, according as He is understood and has 
been manifested as man. For being both naturally and truly the Son 
of God, even the Father, He endured for our sakes the birth which 
is through woman and the womb, and sucked the breasts. He did 
not assuredly®, as some will have it®, become man in appearance 
[only]; but having been manifested as, in truth?°, that which we our- 
selves, following the laws of nature, are, He partook of food, although 


® dreidh yap & povoyevhs Tov Beov 
Adyos, @eds Srdpywy ex Beod, xexéva- 
xevy éautdy kara ras ypapas, Kadels 
€BeAovrhs éauvrdy els Swep odn hy, Kal 
thy BSofov ravrny capxa hurdoxero, 
kal év TH Tov dovAou popon xwépnve, 
yeyorws trhxoos rq @eq nal Marpt 
Bhéxpt Oavdrov, rabrn ror Aoirdy Kad 
bwrepupovaba A€yera:’ Kal ds obk Exwy 
bia 7d. GyOpwrwov povovouvx), Kal év 
xdprros polpa, AauBdve: 7rd Bvoua 7d 
Swtp nav byoua, kara Thy Tov pwaxaplou 
TlavAov dwvhy' GAN’ hy 7d xpiiua Kara 
Td dAnbes ob Bdois ds ev apyT Tav obk 
évdytwy abr@ pucikes, WoAAOU ye Kal 
Bet* vootro 8 ay padrov avagolrnais 
kal dvadpouh mpds rd ev apy Kal od- 
owes Kal dvawoBAhrws ixdpxov ait. 


—[vol. ii. p. 29, but less complete 
than in Grabe.—B. Grabe’s text is 
that which is printed here. ] 

t gapas re kal évapyas h Te &« Beod 
Kal Tlarpbs -yeyvhois Tov povoryevous, 
nal 5a THs aylas wapOévou onpalveras, 
Kadd voetras Kal wéppvey vOpwxos. 
Tids ydp indpywy puowKes Te Kal ddrA7n- 
OGs Tou @eov xa) Marpés, 50 Has avé- 
TAn Thy 3d yuvaiKds Te Kal uitpas 
yévynow, Kal pacrovs TeOhAaxey. Ob 
yé ro Kard twas Borhoe yé-yover, ky- 
Opwmos, GAN’ ws TovTo Kata &AfOeap 
wegynvas Sxep eopev abtol rois ris 
gicews éxduevor véuors, Kal rpodijs 
jvérxnoev. nal rol tohy abros Te Kdc- 
by did0vs.—[This fragment is omitted 
by Fabricius.—B. ] 
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He Himself giveth life to the world.” 
book against Nestorius and Eutyches", has cited a passage from a 
commentary of Hippolytus on Balaam’s blessings, which I here give 
only in Latin, intending, if it please God, to add the Greek text out 
of a MS. in the Bodleian Library, in my Spicilegium of the third 
century, to the following effect; ‘‘ That it might be shewn that He 
had in Himself both, [viz., | the substance of God and that which is [284] 
of! men; as the Apostle also says, ‘a Mediator between God and! é&. 
men, the Man Christ Jesus.’ But a mediator is not of one man, but 
of two. It was therefore necessary that Christ, becoming a Mediator 
between God and men, should receive some earnest? from both, ? 43/a6a- 
that He might appear a mediator between two persons *.”’ vd 7G 
3. But perhaps the reader who is well versed in the remains of the bv0 ™po- 


Conwy. 
holy fathers will wonder, why I have not adduced any testimonies [ Lat. Vers. 


to the Divinity of Christ from the writings of Hippolytus on Anti. | ¢Ua7u™ 
christ. For in his treatise on the End of the world and Antichrist rum.’’] 
and the Second Coming of our Lord Jesus Christ’, not far from the 
beginning, in p. 3 of the Greek edition of Paris, 1556, we read”, 

‘the sojourning of God through the flesh.” And in p. 14, he says, 

“Peter the rock of faith, whom Christ our God pronounced blessed.” 

Further on, in p. $0, he speaks of ‘‘ the proper* power of His God- 4 idi¢. 
head’ ;” afterwards again”, ‘for our God sojourned among us in 
the flesh.” Lastly, in p. 40, he mentions the heathen [thus] exhort- 
ing the Christians®, ‘‘ Deny thy crucified God.” Similarly in his De- 
monstration of Christ and Antichrist, which, after Gudius, Combefis 
published in the last Auctarium of the Bibliotheca Maxima Patrum, 
the sixth section thus begins®; ‘Since therefore the Lord Jesus 
Christ, [who is] God, by reason of His royal majesty and glory was 
proclaimed before as a Lion,” &c.; in the 44th section of the same 


Lastly, Leontius, in his first oN Boox 11. 
CH. 8. § 2, 


H1pProuy- 
TUS. 


[285] 


« (This Spicilegium of Fathers of 
the Third Century, which Grabe was 
preparing, was interrupted by the 
death of the very learned author, and 
was never published.” So says Fa- 
bricius, who, in his own edition [of 
Hippolytus,] vol. ii. p. 45, supplies 
the Greek ; “Iva 3¢ detx 0% 7d cuvauges- 
tepov txwv dy éautg rhy re Tod @eov 
ovclay nal thy e& dvOpdénwv, ds Kal 6 
dwdoroAos Aéye:, nealitny @eod nad dy- 
Opaxwy, tvOpewos Xpiords Inaovs. ‘O 
8& pealrns évds avOpdmou od yiverat, 
GAAG Bbo. “Ede: ody roy Xpicrdy Beod 
kal dvOpérav pealrny yevduevov wap’ 
duporépwy dppaBard ria elAndévan, iva 
gavi dbo xpocérwy peolrns.—B. ] 

’ [It is now quite settled by -the 
learned, that this treatise is not by 


Hippolytus. See vol. i. Append. p. 8. 
—B. 


W chy Tot Ocot dia capnds émdnulay. 
—[e i. p. 5.] 
x § Mérpos, y wérpa tis wlorews, dv 


duandpioe Xpiords 5 @eds Hus. x. A.— 


[c. x. p. 9.] 
Y i8iq Suvduer ris abrov Oedrnros. 


—([c. xxii. p, 15.] 


75 yap @ebs judy capnixas tiv 


éxedhunoe.—[ Ibid. ] 
® Kovnca Tov Gedy cov Toy écrav- 
popdvor.—[c. XXviii. p. 19.] 
Tov pev ody Kupiou "Incot Xpiatod 
T0U @cov dia 7d BactAiKdy Kal Evdotoyv 
ds Adovros xpoxexnpuypevou, k.A.—[ vol. 
i. p. 7. This treatise is held by Fabri- 
cius to be a genuine work of Hippo- 
lytus.] . 
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work he speaks® ‘“‘of God the Word who was conceived in the 
Virgin's womb.” And in section 61. he speaks of 4 “ Christ the Son 
of God, God and man.” I do not, however, think it advisable to 
set about proving a certain truth by uncertain and doubtful testi- 
monies, as I frankly confess those to be which have been now adduced, 
at least the greatest part of them. For as regards the former trea- 
tise, more than one of the passages cited from it, viz. those out of 
pages 3 and 30, are either entirely omitted or are written differently! 
in the Codex Baroccianus, as will be clear to the learned world from 
the various readings of that MS.¢, which, if it please God, will be 
published in my Spicilegium of the fathers of the third century. 
In like manner the quotation from the 6th section of the Demon- 
stration of Antichrist, in a parallel passage of the second treatise, (for 
the two passages agree word for word,) is thus expressed in p. 25 
of the before-mentioned edition’; ‘Since therefore our Lord and 
Saviour Jesus Christ, the Son of God, by reason of His royal majesty 
&c.” The remaining passages are (it is true) more certain, but yet 
even they are not free from all doubt whatever; because both works 
of Hippolytus, especially the former, seem to be interpolated, as I 
shall shew at length in the Spicilegium. For in this place I am un- 


willing to go into a digression respecting these points. 


ON CHAP. X. § 1, &c. 


Or St. CypRIAN, AND HIS CITING OF THE WORDS OF St. JOHN, 1 EPIST. V. 7. 


1. In the treatises of St. Cyprian himself there occur no more& 
proofs of the Divinity of Christ than what have been quoted 
by Dr. Bull. We may, however, add to them the testimony of 
Euchratius of Thenz, in the council of Carthage, over which St. 
Cyprian presided, and the acts of which, or the judgments of the 


© roy év noirAla ris wapOévov cuver- Bacirdindy, &c.—[vol.i. p.7, and vol. ii. 
Anupevoy Gedy Adyov.—[sect. 45. p.22.] (sect. xviii.) p. 12.] 

@ Xpicrdy waida @eov, Cedy Kal ky- s (On the contrary, in very many 
O@pwrov.—tp. 30. } other passages we read such phrases 

¢ [‘* You have the various readings as the following, or similar, ‘our God 
from the Codex Baroccianus, in the and Lord Jesus Christ.’ It will be 
margin of the new edition of this tract, sufficient to mention the pages [where 
contained in the Appendix to vol.i.’’ they occur]: pp. 15, 35, 61, 92, 94, 
Fasricius.—B. } 99, 104 (twice), 109, 113, 189, 140, 

£ rot wey Kuplov nal Swrijpos nuayv 158, 235, 349.—B.] 
"Incov Xpicrod viod rod @rov bd rd 
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bishops, are contained among his works, in which, num. 29, the on soox1. 
following words of Euchratius are extant®: “Our God and Lord *™ oie 1, 
Jesus Christ fully completed’ our faith, and the grace of baptism, and Gyraian. 
the rule of the Church’s law, when He taught His apostles with His ! perim- 
own lips, saying, ‘Go ye and teach all nations, baptizing them in Plevit 
the name of the Father, and: of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’ ” 
Wherefore he rejected the baptism of heretics, “from whose mouth 
poison, not life, not the grace of heaven, but blasphemy against the 
Trinity, is expressed.”” Here the word Trinity, and the title of our 
God and Lord ascribed to Jesus Christ, occur just as in the epistles 
of St. Cyprian. But against the observation of our most learned 
author in § 2, to the effect that St. Cyprian, as well as Tertullian, 
quoted the words of St. John, Epist. 1. 7, about the three Witnesses 
in heaven, there might be alleged as an objection the authority of 
a later African bishop, Facundus of Hermiane?‘, who in the first book 
of his Defence of the three chapters, has the following/; ‘“‘ The apo- 
stle John in his Epistle speaks thus concerning the Father, and the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost, ‘There are three that bear witness in 
earth, the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood: and these three are one.’ 
By the Spirit signifying the Father, as the Lord says to the woman 
of Samaria, according to the Gospel of John himself; ‘ Believe Me 
that the hour is coming, &c. ... God is a Spirit, and they that worship 
Him, must worship Him in spirit and in truth.’ By water signifying 
the Holy Ghost, as again he expounds in that same Gospel of his 
the words of the Lord, when He says; ‘If any man thirst, let him 
come unto Me, and drink: He who believeth on Me, as the Scripture 
saith, out of his belly shall flow rivers of living water :’ where he 
afterwards added; ‘This He said concerning the Spirit, which they 
who should believe on Him should receive,’ &c. And by blood he 
means the Son, since He, of? the blessed Trinity, partook of flesh and ? ex. 


[382] 


h Fidem nostram et baptismatis gra- 
tiam, et legis ecclesiastice regulam 
Deus et Dominus noster Jesus Christus 
suo ore apostolos docens perimplevit, 
dicens, Ite et docete omnes gentes, bap- 
tizantes eos in nomine Patris, et Filit, et 
Spiritus Sancti. ... [Heretici] de 
quorum ore virus, non vita, nec gratia 
ceelestis, sed blasphemia Trinitatis ex- 
primitur.—[p. 333. ] 

' (Facundus flourished cifca 540. 
Cave.—B. | 

J Joannes apostolus in Epistola sua 
de Patre, et Filio, et Spiritu S. sic di- 
cit, Tres sunt, qui testimonium dant in 
terra, Spiritus, aqua, et sanguis; et hi 
tres unum sunt. In Spiritu significans 
Patrem, sicut Dominus mulieri Sama- 


ritanz secundum ipsius Joannis evan- 
gelium loquitur, dicens, Crede mihi, 
quia veniet hora, §c. Spirttus est Deus, 
et eos qui adorant eum, in Spiritu et ve- 
ritate oportet adorare. In aqua vero 
Spiritum S. significans, sicut in eodem 
suo evangelio exponit verba Domini, 
dicentis, Si quis sitit, veniat ad me, et 
bibat, Qué credit in me, sicut dicit 
Scriptura, flumina de ventre ejus fluent 
aque vive ; ubi subsecutus adjecit, Hoc 
autem dicebat de Spiritu, quem accepturé 
erant credentes in eum, Sc. In san- 
guine vero Filium significans, quoniam 
ipse ex S. Trinitate communicavit car- 
ni et sanguini. .. . Quod Joannis apo- 
stoli testimonium B. Cyprianus Car- 
thaginensis antistes et martyr in Epi- 
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blood.” And a little after he says ; ‘“‘ This passage of the apostle John 
the blessed Cyprian, bishop of Carthage and martyr, in an epistle, 
or book, which he wrote concerning the Trinity, understands to be 
said of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost; for he says; 
‘Thus saith the Lord, I and My Father are one;’ and again it is 
written of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, ‘ and these 
Three are One.’” These are the words of Facundus, from which 
we may gather, that Facundus not only did not himself acknowledge 
the words of St. John about the three heavenly Witnesses, the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, but did not even suppose that they 
were quoted by Cyprian; but on the contrary, [supposed] that, in the 
passage just cited from him, where he says “ It is written of the 
Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, ‘and these Three are 
One,’” he had in view the verse concerning the three witnesses on 
earth, expounded in a mystical sense. Against Facundus of Her- 
miane, however, I set another African writer, somewhat earlier and 
not less learned, Fulgentius*, bishop of Ruspe, who not only himself 
cites the controverted passage of St. John, in his book on the Trinity 
[addressed] to Felix Notarius, chap. 4', but also states that it was 
quoted by St. Cyprian in the very passage which we are considering ; 
writing as follows, near the end of his answers against the Arians™: 
‘* For the blessed apostle John testifies, saying, ‘There are Three that 
bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, and 
[these] Three are one.” Which the most blessed martyr Cyprian 
also, in his epistle on the Unity of the Church, acknowledges!,”’ &c. 
From which epistle he quotes the words of St. Cyprian, and that 
more correctly than Facundus, who was certainly mistaken ?, when he 
quoted a book or epistle [of Cyprian’s] on the Trinity. In the opinion 
therefore of Fulgentius, Cyprian certainly® acknowledged St. John’s 
words about the three Witnesses in heaven ; as indeed he most clearly 
indicates that he himself read those words in the African copies [of 
the epistle.] Now the case of Tertullian is the same as that of 
St. Cyprian. 

2. But whatever be decided with regard to the African copies of 


stola sive libro, quem de Trinitate 
scripsit, de Patre et Filio et Spiritu S. 
dictum intelligit; ait enim, Dicit Do- 
minus, Ego et Pater unum sumus; et 
serum de Patre et Filio et Spiritu S. 
scriptum est, Et hi tres unum sunt. [See 
in Sirmond. (Op. Paris. 1696.) vol. ii. 
p- 409, 10.—B. ] 

k (Fulgentius flourished about A.D. 
507. Cave.—B. ] 

1 [p. 881.] 


= Beatus enim Joannes apostolus 
testatur, dicens, Tres sunt qui testimo- 
nium perhibent in colo, Pater, Verbum 
et Spiritus; et tres unum sunt. Quod 
etiam beatissimus martyr Cyprianus in 
Epistola de Unitate Ecclesiz confite- 
tur, &c. [B. Fulgentii contra objec- 
tiones Arianorum Liber unus, ad de- 
cem objectiones decem responsiones 
continens,—p. 68. ] 
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the New Testament, which Tertullian and St. Cyprian used, I am on Boox11. 
still of opinion that St. John wrote those words about the three °™ es I, 
Witnesses in heaven in his autograph; and I take this occasion of 
offering to the consideration of those who think differently on the 
subject, the arguments by which I have been brought to this opinion. 
1. The controverted clause contains nothing which St. John has not 
expressly taught elsewhere, I mean in his Gospel, or rather recorded 
that Christ Himself taught. He names Three who bear record con- 
cerning Christ—the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost; and 
adds, that these’Three are One. Now respecting the first of these 
three Witnesses, St. John relates in his Gospel the following words [384] 
of our Saviour, ch. v. ver. 37; ‘“‘The Father, who sent Me, hath 
Himself borne witness of Me;” namely, by that voice which came 
from heaven at the baptism of Christ, ‘‘ This is My beloved Son, in 
whom I am well pleased.” Matt. iii. 17. And of the first conjointly 
with the second Witness, St. John has again recorded the following 
saying of our Lord, viii. 18: “I am one that bear witness of Myself, 
and the Father that sent Me beareth witness of Me.”’ Lastly, of the 
third Witness, the Holy Ghost, our Saviour says, John xv. 26, ‘‘ He 
shall testify of Me.’’ And that these three Witnesses are One, the 
beloved disciple in the same book had before taught out of the 
mouth of his Master, who says, John x. 30, ‘“‘ I and the Father are 
One.” From this it is plain, that not only the sense, but the very 
words of the controverted passage are found in the Gospel of St. John 
himself, although in different places. Why, then, should he not have 
also written them in his Epistle? Indeed I cannot by any means 
bring myself to think that the holy apostle, in a passage where he 
is expressly treating of those that bore witness to Jesus Christ, 
should have named the three earthly witnesses, but passed over in 
silence the three heavenly ones, being of greater, nay, of the greatest 
and absolutely infallible authority— God the Father Himself, theWord, 
and the Holy Ghost, to whose testimony he well knew that Christ 
had appealed. 2. My second reason is, that St. John himself in the 
words immediately following, (ver. 9,) intimated that he had adduced 
the witness of God the Father concerning His Son; ‘If we receive 
the witness of men, the witness of God is greater: for this is the 
witness of God, which He hath testified of His Son.” But if the 
controverted clause be removed out of the text, no witness of 
God the Father has gone before in the passage for him to urge in 
the verse just quoted. For with regard to the three witnesses, the 
Spirit, the Water, and the Blood, if, with some commentators, you 
understand by them the Spirit which Christ commended to the 
Father when dying on the cross, and the Blood and the Water 


CyYpRIAN. 


716 The text, v.7, required by the context. 


Arrenprx. which flowed from His side after He was dead, and afforded proof 


Grass’s 


Nores. 


[385] 


of the reality of His haman nature, it is clear that their witness can- 
not be called the witness of God the Father. But if, (which is my 
own opinion, as I shall in another place set forth and prove at 
length®,) St. John in this verse adduced the threefold testimony in 
confirmation of the truth, not of the human nature of Christ, but of 
His divine doctrine, and signified by this the threefold baptism, of 
which theologians are wont to speak, of the Spirit, Water, Blood, 
(flaminis, fluminis, sanguinis ;) that is to say, the gifts of the Spirit, 
which were then poured out on believers, especially the spirit of pro- 
phecy, which is expressly termed by the angel (Apoc. xix. 10) “ the 
testimony of Jesus ;” next, the baptism of water, which they who 
receive in the name of Christ, thereby publicly bear witness to 
Him ; lastly, the shedding of blood for the name of Jesus, which 
from the very beginning of the Church has been called witness, 
(papripiov,) those also who bore such testimony being called wit- 
nesses, (uapripes;) (see Acts xxii. 20:)—if, I say, this opinion be 
accepted, then again these are not the witness of God, but of men. 
For they are men, although led by the Spirit of God, who whether 
by prophecy, or by the Sacrament, or by blood, established their own 
faith, and thence the faith of others, in Christ. When, therefore, 
the Apostle pressed the testimony of God, he seems clearly to have 
referred to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, whom he had 
a little, or rather immediately, before mentioned as witnesses. 3. My 
third and last reason is this : the words “‘ on earth,’’ which are added 
to the three witnesses, the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood, would 
be quite superfluous, unless the mention of other witnesses in heaven 
had gone before or followed. And hence, I suppose, it is that in 
certain copies, in which the three Witnesses in heaven are wanting, 
the words ‘‘ on earth”’ are also left out. 

3. The principal, indeed almost the only thing, which is alleged 
against the words of the apostle, is the paucity of the MSS., and 
especially of earlier ones, in which the passage was written and is 
still found. For it was wanting in the copy of the Syriac translator, 
and in several others, which were used by the fathers of the fourth 
and fifth centuries after Christ, as we gather from the fact, that it is 
not found quoted any where in their genuine writings against the 


= [Grabe has nowhere in his pub- 
lished writings, so far as I know, treated 
of these words of 1 St. John v. 7, at 
length and expressly. Among his MS. 
apers, however, which are preserved 
in the Bodleian Library, there are se- 
veral pages on this subject, in the hand- 


writing of his father Sylvester Grabe, 
which this Sylvester Grabe copied in 
the years 1675—77 into certain in- 
troductory matter composed by him 
on the canonical authority of this 
text.—B. ] 
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heretics who denied the Divinity of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. 
Nor is it extant at this day in the Codex Alexandrinus, and in others 
of highest character: and in those MSS. which do contain it, there 


ON BOOK II. 
cH. 10. §1, 
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CYPRIAN. 


is some difference! in the reading, and generally also in the order 1 paulo di- 
in which it is placed, being put after the other verse about the versum. 


three witnesses on earth. But my reply is, that all this does not 
amount to a proof that those words respecting the three Witnesses 
in heaven were not written by St. John; it only proves that not long 
after they were omitted by some negligent or hasty transcriber, and 
that the text thus mutilated was thence transferred into many copies. 
And this omission in this text was evidently occasioned in the same 
way as the omissions by which the writings of almost all authors, 
both sacred and profane, have been mutilated, namely, by the repe- 
tition of the same words, rpeis eloiv of paprupotrres, (“there are three 
that bear witness,”) or of those which finish the clause, é «ici», (‘‘ are 
one.”) But, that the reader may clearly see that exactly the same 
has happened in other passages of holy Scripture, and those too 
of St.John, I adduce two similar instances from St. Cyprian him- 
self and Tertullian, out of whose writings the genuineness of the 
controverted passage, of which we are speaking, is proved. In the 
council of Carthage, in which St. Cyprian presided as primate, we 
read in num. v., at p. 231 of St. Cyprian’s works, in the Oxford edition, 
the following words of Christ quoted from John ili. 6°; Quod natum 
est de carne, caro est ; et quod natum est de spiritu, spirttus est ; quia 
Deus Spiritus est, et de Deo natus est ; ‘‘ That which is born of the 
flesh is flesh ; and that which is born of the Spirit is Spirit, because 
the Spirit is God, and is born of God.” In the same way Tertullian 
also quoted them in his work On the flesh of Christ, cap. 17?. If, 
then, we may form our judgment from the copies which these 
fathers used, and from others, the following words, “Ors Geds mvevpa 
ort, kai éx Geod yeyevvnpévov dort, were written in the gospel of 
St. John, after the words, rd yeyevvnpevoy éx rod Lvevparos, mvevpa 
éort, and were afterwards omitted owing to the repetition of the 
word éort. In like manner St. Cyprian, in book i. of his Testimo- 
nies against the Jews, chap. 15, at the end of p. 254, alleged the 
following words of the Saviour in the gospel, Non relinquetur in 
templo lapis super lapidem, qui non dissolvatur ; et post triduum aliud 
excitabitur sine manibus : ‘‘ There shall not be left in the temple one 
stone upon another, which shall not be thrown down; and after 
three days another shall be raised up without hands.” This passage 


° [p. 381.] 321. 
P {[(De Carne Christi, can. 17.) p. a [p. 280. ] 
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holy Gospels. The former clause, indeed, you may see in Mark 
xiii. 2; od pH dpebp AiBos dwt ALOq, 8 ob pi Karadvéy, ‘there shall 
not be left one stone upon another, that shall not be thrown 
down ;”” but the latter, so far as I know, you will find only 
in the Cambridge Greek MS., (Codex Cantabrigiensis') expressed 
thus; Kai &d rpidy jpepay Dros (ddos) dvacrncera: dvev yeiper, 
‘Sand after three days it shall be raised up in another way, (or, 
another shall be raised up,) without hands.” That these words, 
however, proceeded from the very hand of St. Mark, I can scarcely 
doubt from the history of the same Evangelist concerning the 
false witnesses against Christ, in which (in the very next chapter, 
xiv., ver. 58.) he relates that certain testified that they had heard 
from the mouth of Christ the following words; ‘I will destroy this 
temple that is made with hands, and witbin three days I will build 
another made without hands.” Which last are the very words be- 
fore cited, nowhere else committed to writing in the holy Gospels, 
except in that place of St. Mark*; and omitted in it very long ago 
by negligent or hasty copyists owing to the repetition of the par- 
ticle nal (nal 3:d, and «al xaOnpévov), and accordingly preserved in but 
few MSS. 

4. For the satisfaction, however, of those persons also, who do 
not allow that the controverted words of St. John were quoted even 
by Tertullian and Cyprian, or any other ancient father, I will ad- 
duce two more verses of the New Testament, which are wanting in 
the published copies, and in most MSS., and those of the greatest 
antiquity, and are not quoted by the fathers; but which, notwith- 
standing, I am convinced were written by the blessed apostles them- 
selves, because there is no reason for their being added, whilst there 
is just the same cause of their omission as we have observed in the 
passages just referred to. For instance, after these words in John 
vi. 56, 6 rp@ywr ... . Kaye ev airg, “ He that eateth My flesh and 
drinketh My blood dwelleth in Me and I in him,” you have the 
following subjoined in the ancient Codex Cantabrigiensis ; Kabas éy 
€uoi 6 Tarp, x@yo ev rp Uarpi. "Apy, dunv A€yw ipiv, day wy AaByre Td 
Capa tov viov rov avOpwrov, as rdv aprov tis wns, ovK exere Cony ev 
air@, ‘‘as the Father in Me, and I in the Father. Verily, verily 
I say unto you, Except ye take the body of the Son of man, as the 
bread of life, ye have not life in Him.” In like manner in the 
Epistle of St. Paul to the Hebrews, between the 23rd and 24th 


r (And in a few codices of the Italic * [See however St. John ii. 19.—B.]} 
version in Griesbach.—B. ] 
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verses of chap. xi., the following clause, according to Curcelleus, is oN BOOK II. 
found interposed in some copies‘; mioret péyas yevdpevos Matas dvei- © He 10. $1, Ms 
Aero rév Alyurriov, xaravody thy raneivwow rav adeApav aitod’ ‘ By CYrnIAN. 
faith Moses, when he was come to years, slew the Egyptian, per- 
ceiving the affliction of his brethren.’”’ Now who does not see that. 
the former of these clauses was dropped out [of its context] owing 
to the recurrence of év aird or xabés, and the latter from the repeti- 
tion of the words, micre: Matoyjs péyas yevdpevos ? why then should 
not the same thing have happened in the controverted passage of 
St.John? Nor do those instances of defects in certain copies of 
the Holy Scriptures, which I have adduced, detract from the provi- 
dence of God in the preservation of those Scriptures, seeing it is 
sufficient that there are extant some MS. copies or books, by the 
aid of which we may amend those defects. Not to say, that these 
passages are either not all concerned with, or not needed, for con- 
firming the necessary articles of the faith, because the truth of these 
articles can be proved by many other passages of Holy Scripture, 


which are unquestionably genuine’. 1 prorsus 
illibatis. 
ON SECTION VI. 140 


Or NovaTIAN. 


Arrer Novatian had in chap. 11. clearly stated the Divinity 
of Christ, in the words which were quoted by the Rev. Dr. Bull, [888] 
he proceeds in chap. 12. and 13. to prove it at length out of the 
Scriptures both of the Old and New Testaments. From these chap- 
ters it will not be out of place to transcribe the following particular 
passages, since it will be manifest from them, that with the very same 
weapons wherewith we now contend against heretics, the fathers of the 
Church of old time pierced through the wild beasts of their own age, 
and also, that they regarded this doctrine of the Divinity of Christ 
as necessary to salvation. Novatian then thus commences his twelfth 
chapter": ‘Why then should we hesitate to say what Scripture 
does not hesitate to express? Why should the truth of our faith 
falter on a point whereon the authority of Scripture never faltered ? 


* (The Codex Bez and Basil. Vid. Scriptura non dubitat exprimere? cur 
Griesbach.—B. ] heesitabit fidei veritas, in quo Scrip- 
" Cur ergo dubitemus dicere, quod ture nunquam hesitavit auctoritas? 


720 Additional testimonies from Novatian. 


Arvrexpix. For behold the prophet Hosea says in the person of the Father; 


GraBe's 
Notes. 


( Hos. i. 7.) 


' repro- 
mittit. 


[389] 


‘I will not save them by bow, nor by sword, nor by horses, nor 
by horsemen, but I will save them by the Lord their God.’ If 
God says that He saves them by God, and God does not save 
except by Christ; why should man hesitate to call Christ God, 
when he sees that He is in the Scriptures declared to be God by the 
Father? Nay, if God the Father save not but by God, no one will 
be able to be saved by God the Father, unless He confess that 
Christ is God, in whom and through whom the Father again and 
again promises’ that He will give salvation: so that whosoever ac- 
knowledges Him to be God, will deservedly find salvation in Christ 
[who is] God: and whosoever does not acknowledge Him to be God, 
will lose that salvation which he can find no where else except in Christ 
[who is] God.” Presently after, quoting the words of Isaiah, chap. 
vii., about Immanuel, and deducing thence an argument for the Divi- 
nity of Christ, he thus proceeds, ‘‘ The same prophet [xxxv. 3°] says, 
‘Be strong, ye weak hands, and, ye feeble knees, be confirmed ; be 
strong, ye that are of a fearful heart, fear not. Behold, our God will 
recompense judgment, He will come and save us. Then the eyes of 
the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf shall hear,’ &c. 
If the prophet says, that at the coming of God there shall be these 
signs, which have come to pass, let them either acknowledge Christ, 
at whose coming and by whom these signs of healing were wrought, 
to be the Son of God; or, overcome by the truth of Christ’s Di- 
vinity, rushing into the other heresy, in their unwillingness to ac- 
knowledge Christ to be the Son of God, and God, they will acknow- 
ledge Him to be the Father. For being constrained by the words of 
the prophets, they cannot any longer deny that Christ is God.” 
He argues in like manner from what Habakkuk says, [iii. 3, ] “God 


Ecce enim Osee prophetes ait ex per- 
sona Patris, Jam non salvabo eos in 
arcu, neque in equis, neque in equitibus, 
sed salvabo eos in Domino Deo ipsorum. 
Si Deus salvare se dicit in Deo, non 
autem salvat nisi in Christo Deus; cur 
ergo homo dubitet Christum Deum di- 
cere, quem Deum a Patre animadver- 
tit positum per Scripturas esse? imo 
8i non salvat nisi in Deo Pater Deus, 
salvari non potuerit a Deo Patre quis- 
quam, nisi confessus fuerit Christum 
Deum, in quo se et per quem se re- 
promittit Pater salutem daturum; ut 
Merito quisquis illum agnoscit esse 
Deun, salutem inveniat in Deo Christo; 
quisquis non recognoscit esse Deum, 
salutem perdiderit, quam alibi nisi 
in Christo Deo invenire non _pote- 


rit.—[p. 713.] 

¥ Idem prophetes, [xxxv. 3.] Con- 
valescite manus dissolute, et genua de- 
bilia consolamini, pusillanimes sensu 
convalescite, nolite temere. Ecce Deus 
noster gudicium retribuet, ipse veniet, et 
salvabit nos. Tunc aperientur oculi ca- 
corum, et aures surdorum audient, &c. 
Si in adventu Dei dicit prophetes hee 
futura signa, que facta sunt, aut Dei 
Filium agnoscant Christum, in cujus 
adventu et a quo hec sanitatum signa 
facta sunt, aut divinitatis Christi veri- 
tate superati, in alteram heresim ru- 
entes, Christum dum Filium Dei et 
Deum confiteri nolunt, Patrem illum 
esse confitebuntur. Vocibus enim pro- 
phetarum inclusi, jam Christum Deum 
negare non possunt.—([Tbid., p. 714.] 
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shall come from the south!, and the Holy One from the dark and onsoox 11. 
dense mountain.”’ Out of the thirteenth chapter, which contains cu. 10. § 6. 
the passages of the New Testament, and the arguments derived NovanaN. 
from them, I shall add only the following’: “ But if, whilst it is 

the attribute of none but God to know the secrets of the heart, 

[yet] Christ sees the secrets of the heart; and if, whilst it is the 

attribute of none but God to remit sins, [ yet] the same Christ remits 

sins; and if, whilst it is not the property of any man to come down 

from heaven, [yet] He descended and came down from heaven; and 

if, whilst this saying cannot be that of any man, ‘I and My Father 

are One,’ [yet] Christ alone utters this saying, out of the conscious- 

ness of Divinity; and if, lastly, the apostle Thomas, supplied with 

all the proofs and facts of Christ’s Divinity, making answer to Christ, 

says, ‘My Lord and my God!’ and if the apostle Paul algo in his 

Epistles, says, ‘ Whose are the fathers, and of whom as concerning 

the flesh Christ [came], who is over all, God blessed for ever;’ 

and if the same [ St. Paul] declares that he was appointed ‘an apostle, 

not by men, or through man, but through Jesus Christ ;’ and if again 

he maintains, that ‘ he had learned the Gospel not of men,’ or through 

man, ‘but that he had received it through Jesus Christ ;’ we have 

good reason [to say] that Christ is God.” Compare also what he 

has afterwards in chapter 30. 


ON BOOK II. CHAP. 11. §§ 5, 6. (414) 


150 
Or Sr. Dionysus oF ALEXANDBIA. 
Dr. Butt at the end of § 5. quotes the statement of Dionysius of 


Alexandria, asserting, as Athanasius relates, ‘‘that the Trinity is 
gathered up into a unity, without being divided or diminished.” 


* Quod si cum nullius sit, nisi Dei, meus et Deus meus dicit; quod si et 


cordis nosse secreta, Christus secreta 
conspicit cordis; quod si, cum nullius 
sit, nisi Dei, peccata dimittere, idem 
Christus peccata dimittit; quod si, 
cum nullius sit hominis de ccelo ve- 
nire, de coelo veniendo descendit; quod 
si, cum nullius hominis hec vox esse 
possit, Ego et Pater unum sumus, hanc 
vocem de conscientia divinitatis Chris- 
tus solus edicit; quod si postremo, 
omnibus divinitatis Christi probatio- 
nibus et rebus instructus apostolus 
Thomas, respondens Christo, Dominus 

BULL, 


apostolus Paulus, quorum, inquit, pa- 
tres, et ex quibus Christus secundum 
carnem, qui est super omnia Deus bene- 
dictus in secula, in suis Jiteris scribit; 
quod si idem se apostolum non ab homi- 
nibus, aut per hominem, sed per Jesum 
Christum constitutum esse depromit; 
quod si idem evangelium zon se ab ho- 
minibus didicisse, aut per hominem, sed 
per Jesum Christum accepisse contendit ; 
merito Deus est Christus.—[Ibid., p. 
715, A, B.) 
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But the very words of Dionysius, which up to this time were wanting 
in the Greek in all the editions, have been most happily restored 
entire from MSS.* in the most recent edition, by the very learned 
Montfaucon, to whom all praise is due, in tom. i. part i. p. 255: 
they are to this effectY; ‘‘Thus indeed do we extend the Unity 
undivided into the Trinity, and again gather up the Trinity undi- 
minished into the Unity.” This statement of Dionysius was evidently 
in the mind of Isidore of Pelusium, when, in book ii. epist. 143, he 
wrote*: “It is a most correct and true doctrine, when extending! 
the hypostases? into the Holy Trinity, to gather Them into one sub- 
stance®.’’ In like manner, in the second passage which was quoted 
above, § 6, [p. 310,] out of Dionysius, p. 144. col. 2. line 6, after 
these words, drs} atrol elev ra réxwa, (‘that they [parents] are not 
themselves the children,”) the following clause must be added, 4 
unre yoveis dvayxaioy trapyew elvat, pyre réxva, (‘‘ otherwise it must 
needs follow that there are neither parents nor children*.”) For in 
this form does the passage occur entire both in the treatise on the 
Decrees of the Synod of Nice, tom. i. p. 231. of the last edition, 
[page 255,] and in the treatise on the synods of Ariminum and 
Seleucia, p. 758. Then again a little after, instead of éxeivo xabe- 
orn dpoduis, (“It (the plant] is of a similar nature with it [the 
seed],”’) we should read éxeivp dpopves xabeornxev, (‘is of one nature 
with it,”) as again is evident from the forementioned treatises of 
Athanasius». But after that passage of Dionysius, Athanasius adds 
presently other words out of the third book of the same author's 
Apology, which also well confirm the consubstantiality of the Son‘; 
‘‘ Life was begotten of life, and flowed as a river from a fountain, 
and was kindled bright light from light [which meanwhile was] not 
extinguished.’’ Neither are those statements unworthy of observa- 
tion which are quoted a little afterwards in p. 257, C.4, out of the 
second book of the Apology of Dionysius®: ‘ Now if any slanderer 
should suppose that, since I have called God the Maker and Creator 
of all things, I assert that He is [the Creator | also of Christ; let him 
observe 4 that I had previously called Him Father, in which [word] 
the Son also is by implication expressed®. For after calling Him 


x [It is all the MSS. Montfaucon.— 
B.] 


Y ofrw pty queis els re Thy rpidda 
shy povdda wAarbvouey dd:alperoy, ral 
Thy rpidda wdAw duelwrov eis Thy po- 
ydda ovyKeparaovpeda. 

™ rd 8 wAarvvovTa eis thy aylay 
tpidda ras Sbwoordces eis ulay odolay 
ouvdyew, dp0drardy éort Kal ddnbéoTa- 
rov ddéypa. [p. 190, D. ed. Par. 1638. ] 

= (See above, p. 310, note u.] 


b [See above, p. 310, note v. ] 

© Cwh de Cwns eyevrhOn, nal Sowep 
mworapds ard wnyis etppevoe, nal awd 
gwrds doBécrou Aaprpby pas avhbOn. 

4 (Grabe quotes from the same edi- 
tion as we do.—B. } 

© édy 5é ris TAY TUKOparTay, ered) 
Tov ardyrwy wointhy Toy Gedy Kal 57- 
puoupydyv efrov, otnral pe Kal ro’ Xpic- 
Tov A€yew, dxovodrw pov mpdérepoy ra- 


tépa phoavros airdy, év @ Kal & vids 
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‘Father,’ I added ‘ Maker.’ Now neither is any the Father of that on soox11 


of which He is the Maker, if Father be used in its proper sense, [to 55. 5 
express Him] who has begotten; for the extent of the appellation Diowws 


of Father, we shall enquire into in what follows; nor is the Father Auex. 
a Maker, if by Maker is simply meant a Fabricator!.”” The reader ! xeporéx- 
may find other passages of Dionysius in page 259 of the same book. ””* 


ON BOOK II. CHAP. 12. § 4. 


Or GrecorY THAUMATURGUS’ CONFESSION OF FaITH. [433] 
5 
HoNOURABLE mention is made of Gregory by Eusebius in three 

places of his Ecclesiastical History. In book vi. ch. 30, he says con- 

cerning the disciples of Origen’; ‘‘those whom we know to have 

been the most illustrious of them are, Theodorus, who was the same 

person as Gregory, the most famous of the bishops of our age, and 

his brother, Athenodorus.”’ And in book vii. ch. 14, and 28, he men- 

tions him among the principal bishops of that period: but he does 

not name any works of his, or any books written by him. To supply 

this defect however, Ruffinus in this last passage, Eccl. Hist. vii. 26, 

(according to his division,) has mentioned (them, | in the following 

words&; ‘* But since the text of the history has made mention of the 

blessed Gregory, I think it very proper to insert into this narrative, 

for the remembrance of posterity, the deeds of so great a man, which 

are celebrated in the discourse of all throughout the east and the 

north, but have been, from what chance I know not, omitted [here. |”’ 

Then after narrating some of his miracles, he adds the following about 

his writings®: ‘‘ But he has also bequeathed to us in a small compass 

very great monuments of his genius. For the same Gregory wrote a 


very noble paraphrase” on Ecclesiastes. He has also left behind him ? meta- 
phrasin 
§ Verum quoniam beati Gregorii magne e 


mpooyéeyparrat peta yap rd eimety 
Historie textus attulit mentionem, dig- . cripsit. 


warépa, wointhv éwayhoxa’ Kal ovre 


warhp éorw dv woinrhs, ei cuplws 6 yer- 
vhoas narhp &koborro’ Thy yap wAarv- 
TNTa THS TOU warpds xpoonyoplas év 
ros étijs éretepyardueba’ otre xoinrhs 
6 xarhp, el udvos 6 xeiporéxyns roinrhs 
Aéyairo. 

f dy émionpuous pdrAwwra eyvwpey, 
Ceddwpor, ds qv abtds 6 Kad’ Huas ém- 
oxdrwy ds:aBdnros Tpnydpios’ rév re 
abrov adeApoy "AOnvddwpor. [p. 294. ] 


Nnissimum puto, tanti viri gesta, que 
sub orientali et septentrionis axe cunc- 
torum sermone celebrantur, omissa, 
nescio quo casu, huic narrationi ad 
memoriam posteritatis inserere. [p. 171, 
B. ed. Basil. 1528. ] 

h Sed et ingenii sui nobis in parvo 
maxima monumenta dereliquit. In Ec- 
clesiastem namque metaphrasin idem 
Gregorius magnificentissime scripsit. 


724 On St. Gregory Thaumaturgus, and St. Lucian. 


Arrenpix. an exposition of the Catholic Faith briefly expressed; which I have 

Guase's thought it well to append here for the edification of the Churches.”’ 

Notes. Hereupon follows the very confession of Gregory, which has been 
already recited in this chapter, p. 151, [p. 323.] 


[458] ON BOOK II. CHAP. 13. § 4, &. 


Or Sr. Lucran tHe Martyr. 


In confirmation of Lucian’s orthodoxy the following words of 
Suidas respecting him are of no slight importance!; ‘ You will find 
1 réy Oelew the purity of the divine doctrines! most exactly guarded by this man 
more admirably than by any of that time; for he also put forth most 
Zaudrae, excellent* epistles, from which one may very easily detect? what 
yeyvaio- ~—_ opinion he maintained touching the things of God‘.’? To this testi- 
mony of Suidas the greater weight is due, inasmuch as he proves his 
[459] statement® out of the very epistles of Lucian, which he mentions ® ; 
from which, had they been still extant, we might have received yet 
Sfidem greater assurance on the point. But they have all perished: nor 
dicto facit. has any, as far as I know, been preserved, except a single fragment 
* laudat. of one of them by the author of the Alexandrian Chronicle, on the 
year 303. 


: 


ON CHAP. 13. § 9, &. 


Or St, Mernonivs. 


WHILst reading Methodius’ Banquet of the Virgins, in vol. iii. 
of the Bibliotheca Maxima Patrum, where it is found only in 
Latin*, I met with the following statements respecting the true Di- 


Et catholic fidei expositionem brevi- [Suide Lexicon sub voc. Aouxtavds. } 


ter editam dereliquit; quam pro edifi- k [Besides the edition mentioned 
catione ecclesiarum sociare his com- by Bull in p. 357, the Greek is extant 
modo duxi. [p. 175, B.] in Combefis’ Auctarium of the Bib- 


1 rhy xadapétynta Tav Oelwv Soyudrwy liotheca Grecorum Patrum, published 
mapa robty tis dy KdAAora Tov Kar’ at Paris, 1672.—B. The edition re- 
éxeivoy roy xpdvov yevoucvwy én Expov ferred to seems to be the Greek ex- 
eSpor pudarrouévny. efé0ero yap xal tracts in Photius. The Greek original 
éxmiaroAds apévet yevvatcordras, é& gy is given here, as in Dr. Burton’s edition, 
pupdoa ris by ed dda padlws, hv 5 from Combefis, and is followed in the 
avip wept trav Oclwy Lowte yvopny. translation. ]} 


- Additional passages from St. Methodius. 725 


vinity of Christ and the mystery of the Holy Trinity. In Oration on soox 11. 
i. p. 678, F., he thus speaks concerning the Word!; ‘ For this cause ©: 13: § 9 
did He, being God, choose to clothe Himself with human flesh, that MetTHO. 
beholding, as it were in a picture, a divine model! of life, we might prvus. 
ourselves also be able to imitate Him who delineated it?.’’ In Oration ‘ ctor éx- 
ii. p. 681, G. H.™, he calls Christ ‘‘a Man filled with pure and per- 5 ny , é 
fect Deity, and God contained* in Man.” And shortly afterwards yav7a. 
he says"; “For since He Himself, being in the beginning with God, * «exepn- 
most truly4 both was and is the chief captain and shepherd of those «ie BA 
in heaven.’’ In Oration v. p. 686, B., he says°; ‘“ Which he called gs, " 
symbolically an heifer, and a goat, and a ram of three years old, as 
it were suggesting the correct notion of the Trinity.’ Lastly, in Ora- 
tion viii. p. 693, G. H.?, after mentioning those heretics who “ erred 
concerning one of the numbers? of the Trinity, sometimes concerning ° &a rav 


that of the Father ..., and sometimes that of the Son ..., and some- dpiOpcav. 
times concerning that of the Spirit ;” he adds the following words 
respecting the orthodox faith of the Catholic Church, mystically sig- [460] 


nified, according to the view of Methodius, by the 1260 days in the 
twelfth chapter of the Apocalypse4; ‘‘ Moreover, the 1260 days, during 
which we are here on our pilgrimage, is the correct, exact, and most 
excellent knowledge concerning the Father and the Son and the 
Spirit, in which our Mother rejoices as she increases.” For the rest, 
there exist besides one or two treatises of Methodius, out of which 
several, and those very clear testimonies might be alleged in support 
of the consubstantiality of the Son and the Catholic confession of the 
Holy Trinity: but I abstain from them, because these treatises ap- 
pear to be either spurious or interpolated. I shall speak of them, if 
it please God, in my Spicilegium of the fathers of the third century. 


1 [ratty yap ypeticaro thy dvOpw- 
alyny évdvcacba cdpxa @eds dv, Saws 
domep év wlvaxe Betov extixwpa Biov 
Brérovres Exwpev wal tpets Tov ypa- 
Yarra uipetrbar.—p. 70. } 

m (rotvro yap elva: roy Xpiordy, ky- 
Opwirov axpdry Oedrynre al redela we- 
aAnpwpevoy, kal Gedy ev dyOpomry Ke- 
Xwpnuevov.—p. 79. } 

n [éweidh yap avrds ws dAnlas hy 
te kal tori, dv apxt dv xpos roy Gedy, 
6 dpxiorpdryyos Kal woinhy Tov Kat’ 
ovpayéy.—p. 80. ] 

° [& cupBorAKas Sduarw pn kal 


alya wal xpiby tperifovra, ofovel thy 
yoow éxaréupatov tis rpiddos éwayy- 
pnpéva.—p. 92.]} 

P (wep) iva tay dpiduay ris rpiddos 
Siecpadrpévot, Sre pty ry Tov Marpds— 
bre 5¢ tov Tov viov—Zére et wep) roy row 
avetpatos.—p, 113.] 

q [al 5& xfAtar wal dtardora: Hudpar 
Kal étfxovra, As évOd5e éopty eis éridn- 
play, ) wept rod TMarpds éorw Kat rob 
viod Kal rov xyetuaros Kar’ ebOetay 
dcpiBhs nal aplorn civeois, } yéynbev 
nav h uhrnp abtavoudyyn.—p. 114. ] 
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1 oxhyari. 


3 xexapi- 
Tepdyn. 


726 Testimonies from St. Peter, Bp. of Alexandria. 


Or Str. Peter, Br. or ALEXANDRIA AND MARTYR. 


[APPENDIX TO BOOX ii. c. 14.] 


To the Antenicene fathers whom our very learned author has 
brought forward as witnesses of the true Divinity of Christ, I will 
add Peter, bishop of that very church of Alexandria, out of which 
Arius afterwards went; who suffered martyrdom for the Christian 
faith about the year of Christ 311. For from his work concerning 
the Godhead, the following words amongst others are quoted in the 
first Act of the council of Ephesus, vol. iii. of Labbe’s Councils, 
col. 507r, ‘The Word having become flesh by the will of God, and 
having been found in fashion' as a man, was not deserted by the 
Godhead.” And shortly after: ‘‘ Whence also the evangelist speaks 
truly, when he says ‘The Word became flesh and dwelt amongst 
us; from the time namely when the angel saluted the Virgin, say- 
ing, ‘ Hail, thou that art highly favoured*, the Lord is with thee :’ 
for we may now hear from Gabriel the words, ‘The Lord is with 


_ thee,’ for, God the Word is with thee.” (Which passage is again 


[471] 
3 rapa Ty 
dv dpds 


adwovclay. 


4 évavOpw- 
whoavra. 
5 yéyovev. 


quoted in the seventh Act of the same council, col. 835.) And again, 
in the same book a little after, he says*; ‘‘God the Word by the 
will of that God who is mighty to effect all things, became flesh in 
the Virgin’s womb, in the absence of a man3, for He required not 
the instrumentality or presence of a husband.” Indeed that Peter 
believed Christ to be truly and essentially God, taking the designa- 
tion God in its proper sense, is manifest from a Homily of his on 
the Advent of our Saviour; from which the following passage is 
quoted by Leontius, book i. against Nestorius and Eutyches; “ And 
He said to Judas, ‘ Betrayest thou the Son of Man with a kiss?’ These 
things, and such as these, and all the miracles which He wrought, 
and the mighty deeds, shew Him to be God made man‘. Both [truths] 
then are shewn, that He was God by nature, and became* man by 


naturet.”’ 


® [See also Routh’s Rell. Sacr. iii. 
p- 344. The words are:] 6eAfuari Geo 
56 Adyos odpt yevduevos, kal oxhuars 
edpebels ws &vOpwros, ob KaTedrelpOn 
[obx &wedelPOn, Routh, e MS.]} rijs 
Oedrntos’... 80ev Kal 5 ebayyeAtorhs 
GAnGever A€ywr, ‘O Adyos capt eyévero, 
Kat doxhvwoev ev nut’ rére SnAovédrt, 
dp’ ob 6 hyyeAos howdoaro thy wapbé- 
vov, eixwy, Xaipe cexapirwuevn, 6 Kv- 
ptos pera cov. rd yap, 6 Kupios mera 
gov, vov éotiw dkovoa tov TaBpiha, 


dvr) Tov, 6 @eds Adyos pera ov. 

®* 5 3t @eds Adyus wapd Thy avdpds 
éxouclavy, kava BovAnow Tov xdyra Sv- 
vauévou Katepydcacba: Gov, yéyovey 
éy phtpa THs wapOévov adpt, ufre dSen- 
Gels Tis avdpds évepyelas } wapovatas. 

t (The Greek is thus given by Dr. 
Routh, Rell. Sacr., p. 346, from a MS. 
copy of Leontius of Byzantium, pre- 
served in the Bodleian Library. Kal 
T@ “lovda nol, irAfparis tov viby Tov 
avOpamov wapadldws ; Tavra, ra te Tov- 


Passages from Justin M. examined and explained. 727 


For the rest, to the testimonies which have been thus far adduced 
out of the Antenicene catholic doctors, to the consubstantiality of the 
Son of God, might be added the statements of some of the heretics 
also of that period: of such, I mean, as, whilst they denied the reality 
of Christ’s human nature, still allowed His divine nature. I abstain, 
however, from enumerating them, on the ground that they appear to 
be of no such great moment, and also because some of them held 
only a fictitious Christ’ or Son of God, and others maintained an 
imaginary Divinity? of the Father and the Son. 


ON BOOK III. CHAP. 2. § 1, &c. 


Or St. Justin Martyr. 


As a testimony to the co-eternity of the Son of God, the learned au- 
thor, in the first place, adduced the words of St. Justin from his first 
Apology (as it is commonly called,) in which amongst other things 
he says": “The Word, who before all created things was both in 
being with Him and begotten [of Him,] when (quando, not quoniam 
‘‘inasmuch as,”’ as it is printed in all the editions, and even the most 
recent at Oxford’), in the beginning He created and set in order all 
things through Him, is on the one hand called Christ,”’ &c. For it 
is to be observed that the reading is dre (when) not dx (inasmuch 
as); and that the clause, “when in the beginning,” &c., is, as it 
seems, to be connected with the preceding word, ‘‘ being begotten,” 
not with what follows, ‘‘is called Christ*,” &c. For otherwise 
the blessed Martyr will scarcely escape the charge of tautology, 
when he immediately adds, in order to explain the etymology of 
the name Christ, ‘‘ because He hath been anointed, and God set 
all things in order through Him.” Accordingly some time ago I ob- 
served on this passage Y, that Justin expressed two ideas by the two 


Tous Sota, rd re onpeia wavra & érolyce, 
wal al duvdues, Secxviow abroy Cecdy 
elvat évavOpwrhcavra. Td cuvauddrepa 
tolvuy Selxvurat, Bri Geds Ay pice, cal 
yéyovev tvOpwros oboe. | 

« [The Greek is quoted at p. 402.] 

v (8vo. Oxon. 1703; the volame was 
edited by H. Hutchin, but Grabe sup- 
plied the notes &c. which he had pre- 
pared for the edition. ] 

x [The construction against which 


Grabe argues is this, ‘‘ The Word, who 
before all created things was both in 
being with Him and begotten of Him, 
is called Christ, inasmuch as in the 
beginning He created, and set in order 
all things by Him, because He hath 
been anointed, and God set all things 
in order through Him.” ] 

y [Note on the passage, p. 13, ed. 
Oxon. 1703. ] 


ON BOOK If. 
cH. 14. 


Peter AL. 


1 fictum 
hristum. 


2 commen- 
titiamn dei- 
tatem. 


[521] 
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728 Other like passages from Justin, Theophilus, and Tattan. 


Aprenpix. different words cvvay and yevydpevos, and the repetition of the par- 
Grase’s ticle «ai, xai, ‘* both in being with, axd begotten ;” by the former, His 
Notes. eternal existence in and with the Father, by the latter, His gene- 
ration of the Father, or His going forth before the world was 
created, and in order to the creation of it; on which see what our 
distinguished author has said at the end of § 2. of this chapter. Quite 
parallel to these words of Justin, and especially fitted to illustrate 
them, are those of Theophilus of Antioch to (or against) Autolycus, 
book ii. p. 100*, where he says that the Son of God is ‘‘ the Word, 
that is evermore indwelling in the heart of God,” and presently adds, 
‘‘ But when God willed to make whatever He had determined on, He 
begat this His Word,” (which he had said was evermore, in other words, 
from eternity, in existence within the heart of God,) ‘‘ [so as to be] put 
forth, the first-born of every creature.”” And from what has been so 
far said, those passages are to be explained which occur in Justin 
Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho respecting Christ, where p. 267, B.3, 
Trypho, according to the mind of Justin, says that He “ pre-existed, 
being God before [all] ages,’ (xpotmdpxew Oecd dvra spd aldvey,) 
and Justin himself, p. 276, D.», [says] ‘“‘who is God even before 
the creation of the world” (rdv cal mpd rouoews xédopov dvra Gedy.) 
In like manner, p. 285, D.°, he says, ‘‘ This Offspring, that was in 
very deed put forth from the Father, was [in being | with the Father 
before all created things, and with Him the Father converses,” (per- 
haps we should read ‘ conversed! ;’) ‘‘ as the Word through Solomon 
hath revealed, that also in the beginning? before all the creatures, 
this very Offspring was by the Father begotten.” For that dpyqy 
2 doxvhy (or Should be read here instead of dpyy (i. e. ‘in the beginning” instead 
4exh.) of “as a beginning”) I am persuaded not only by the words already 
quoted from the first Apology, but also by what comes a little before 

in this very Dialogue, p. 284, A.4: ‘‘In the beginning before all the 
creatures, God begat from out of Himself a certain rational power.” 

That is to say, this “rational power” existed from eternity in the 

Father; and in the beginning of the creation of all things went 

forth from the Father, and was manifested externally®; as Tatian 

also, the disciple of Justin, p. 20. of the excellent edition lately pub- 

* (§ 22, p. 365, quoted in book iii, é@yeyévynro.—[§ 62. p. 159.] 
ch. 7. § 3. p. 461.] @ Sri dpxhy xpd advtwy Tév KTiOME- 
* (§ 48. p. 143, 144,] tov 6 Geds yeyévynce Sbvauv rivd ef 


> [§ 56. p. 162.] éaurod Aoyuchy.—[§ 61. p. 157.] 
© rovro 7d Te byt &xd rod Marpds e (The Benedictine editors maintain 


wpoBAndey yévynua xpd wdvTrov Tov 
wompdrwyv cuviy Tg Marpl, cal robre 6 
Tlarhp mpocopiArei, (forte mporwplrci, ) 
ws 6 Adyos 51d Tod ZoAopavos ehAwcer, 
Bri kal dpx) xpd wdyrwy Tay roinndtrwy 
tour abrd nal yévynuna ixd rod Gcot 


in opposition to Grabe that apy? not 
&px)v should be read; for the Word is 
said to be begotten not “in the begin- 
ning,’’ but rather ‘‘as a beginning’’ 
and ‘‘ principle.” —B. 

£ (§ 5. p. 247, quoted above, book 


Testimonies to the eternity of the Son and the Holy Spirit. 729 


there subsisted also the Word Himself!, which was in Him. And "\°%,— 
by the will of His simplicity, the Word bounds forth,” (i. e. “ when it Foor M 


pleased His simplicity ;’’ for so I translate it, rather than, ‘‘ when » 
He willed the Word bounded forth from His simplicity’.”’) 


et ipsum 
verbum. 
Lat. 


ON BOOK III. CHAP. 2. § 4. 192 


Or St. IRENZUS. 


To the testimonies which the reverend author has adduced from 
Irenzeus for the co-eternity of the Son of God, I add the statements 
of the same writer, book iv. chap. 37, in which he asserts at the same 
time the eternity of the Holy Spirit. For in that place, at page 330, 
col, ii. line 18, sqq. of our edition, we read4, ‘‘ There is ever pre- 
sent with Him (God the Father) His Word and Wisdom, Son and 
Spirit, through whom and in whom He made all things freely and 
spontaneously, whom also He addresses saying, ‘ Let us make man 
after our image and likeness.’”” And a little after, page 331, col. i. 
line 36, sqq.'; “That! (quoniam [in the Latin Version,] i. e. quod, 
from the Greek ér:) the Word, that is the Son, ever was with the 
Father, we have proved by many arguments. And that Wisdom 
also, which is the Spirit, was with Him before all creation, He says 
by Solomon, ‘God in Wisdom founded the earth,’” &c. You will 
say that Irenzeus himself explains ‘always’ by the words, ‘ before all 
creation,’ in other words, before the creation of thé world, but not 
from eternity; and that this is also evident from the proof which he 
refers to when he says, “‘ we have proved by many arguments ;” for 
that he has in view book iii. chap. 11, and 18, as is gathered from 
the parallel passage, book iii. chap. 20*, which begins thus: “ Seeing 
that it has been clearly shewn, that the Word who was in the be- 
ginning with God, through whom all things were made, who also 
was ever present with the race of mankind, that He in the last days, 


[524] 


iii. ch. 6. § 1. p. 448. Grabe refers to 
Worth’s edition, Oxon. 1700. ] 

§ [These words and those that pre- 
cede them are differently pointed by the 
Benedictine editor, from which a very 
different meaning results, See book iii. 
ce. 6. § 1, &c.—B.] 

» Adest ei (Deo Patri) semper Ver- 
bum et Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus, 
per quos et in quibus omnia libere et 
sponte fecit, ad quos et loquitur, di- 
cens, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem 
et similitudinem nostram.—(c. 20, 1. p. 


BULL. 


253. ] 

i Quoniam (i.e. guod, ex Greco Sr) 
Verbum, id est Filius, semper cum 
Patre erat, per multa demonstravimus. 
Quoniam autem et Sapientia, que est 
Spiritus, erat apud eum ante omnem 
constitutionem, per Salomonem ait, 
Deus Sapientia fundavit terram, &c.— 
[ib. § 3.] 

k Ostenso manifeste, quod in prin- 
cipio Verbum existens apud Deum, per 
quem omnia facta sunt, qui et semper 
aderat generi humano, hunc in novis- 


3B 


780 His expressions imply the eternal existence of the Word. 


Arrenvix. according to the time fore-ordained by the Father, being united to 


Guase’s 
Notes. 


[525] 


1 genera- 
tionem. 


2 genesim. 


that which was created by Himself, was made man liable to suffering, 
all the opposition is precluded of those who say, if then Christ was 
born at that time, it follows that He was not in being before. For we 
have shewn that the Son of God did not then begin [to be], seeing 
He was ever in being with the Father.’’ But from the doctrine of 
the preceding chapter 18, and also of chapter 11, nothing more can be 
elicited than that Christ, the Word and only-begotten Son of God, 
was in being before His incarnation, and even before the creation of 
the world; which, although it was denied by the Ebionites in the 
time of Irenzus, and by the Socinians at this day, still was not 
denied by the Arians, but only His eternal co-existence with the 
eternal God the Father. I reply, that when, in the passages cited, 
Irenzus declares the pre-existence of Christ before [His birth of ] 
the blessed Mary His Mother, and even before the creation of the 
world, he supposes His eternity; and that he sufficiently declared this 
his meaning, when in the passages cited he says, that ‘“‘ He was 
Ever present with God His Father,’”’ and co-existed [with Him ;] 
which would have been false, if the Arians’ assertion had been true, 
that God the Father at any time existed, when the Word or Son of 
God was not yet in being. But just as from the words of Ireneus, 
which we have now quoted, in which he asserts that Christ ‘was 
ever present with the race of mankind,’’ you would correctly infer, 
that the race of mankind was not in being at any time when Christ 
was not also in being; so also from the other passages, in which 
he teaches again and again, that the Word ever was with God the 
Father and co-existed [with Him,] you would with good reason con- 
clude, that God was not in being at any time when His Word was 
not also in being, and that therefore the Word is eternal and without 
beginning. And this very thing Irenzus in another passage teaches 
in the clearest terms, namely in book ii. chap. 18, p. 188, col. 2, line 
18!, when he refutes the Valentinians, ‘‘who apply to the eternal 
Word of God, the putting forth’ of the uttered word of men, (the 
words in the Greek, according to the conjecture of Billius, Observ. 
Sacr., book i. c. 33, are, of ryv dopay rod trav avOpamev mpodpopiKod 
Adyou dvadepovow eis tov didioy Tov Ceod Aoyoy,) attributing to Him 
both a beginning of being put forth, and a production’, just as to a 


simis temporibus secundum prefinitum num verbi transferunt in Dei eternum 
tempus a Patre, unitum suo plasmati, Verbum, (Grace ex conjectura Billii 
passibilem hominem factum, exclusa lib. i, Observat. Sacr. cap. 33.) et pro- 
est omnis contradictio dicentium, Si  lationis initium donantes et genesin, 
ergo tunc natus est, non erat ergo ante quemadmodum et suo verbo.—([c. 13. 
Christus.—[c. 18. 1. p. 209.] 8. p. 132. ] 

' Qui generationem prolativi homi- 


On the two senses of the word abroGeos. 731 


word of their own.” But he contends that this is absurd, seeing on Booxtv, 
that the Word is God Himself. If then Irenzeus had laid down that °%:?:§ * 
there is a beginning of the existence of the Word, or had denied TRENzUS. 
His eternity, his charge would have been returned on himself: and 

far be it from us to attribute so discreditable a mistake to the holy 

doctor. 


257 
ON BOOK IV. CHAP. 1. § 10. 702] 
[On THE WORD abrodeds. | 
To the passages of Origen, Athanasius, and Eusebius, alleged for 
the mode of expression, by which the Son of God is called atrodeds, 
the authority of Epiphanius (Heres. xxvii.) may be added™; ‘‘ God 
the Word, having in Himself entire perfection, being very! Per- ! abrozé- 


fection, very” God, very Power, very Mind, very Light.” And in x vbr pbeds, 
what sense these expressions were used by them and are to be un- 

derstood by us, is admirably set forth in the words of Athanasius near 
the end of his Hortatory [Address to the Heathen,]| p. 51. tom. i. 
edit. Par. 1627": ‘‘ And these He is, not in the way of participation, 
nor do these accrue to Him from without, as in the case of those who 
partake of Him, and are made wise through Him, and in Him are 
endued with power and reason; on the contrary, He is very Wisdom, 
very Word, and very Power, the [very] own [Power] of the Father.” 
That is to say, the word aird prefixed to nouns generally indicates 
that the thing signified by the noun is such properly, essentially, and 
by force of its own nature; as Suidas instructs us in his Lexicon in 
the following words®: “ Philosophers called airé that which was so 
called in the proper sense of the term; and also expressed the Idea 
by the word airé, saying atrodyépwros, man himself, [the idea of man, ] 
and avrodofacréy, [i. e.] that which is properly and rather to be opined 
[than any other],” and no catholic will deny that in this sense Christ 
is designated atrofeds, as our great author truly observes, and no less 
truly denies that He is to be called avro@eés, so far forth as the prefix 
avrd denotes that this or that thing is such from itself, and has not 
its substance or quality derived from another. For it is certain that 
Christ received Godhead and divine attributes from the Father, 


[708] 


™ § @eds Adyos ev éautg Exwv Thy 
wacav reAedrnra, a’roréAcios dv, ab- 
7600s Sv, abrodivauis, avrovods, avro- 
gas. \(§ 46. p. 46.) The passage is 
quoted by Bp. Bull above, book ii. ch. 
9. § 13. p. 253, note c. } 

2 ov Kata peroxhy radra dy, ovdé 
twbery ervyivonévwv TovTwy al’tg, Kata 
Tos avrov petéxovras Kal copiSouevous 


50 adrod, cal duvarods, kal Aoyixobs év 
abtg@ ywopuévous, GAN’ adtocogla, ade 
toréyos, ad’rodivaus idfa rod Marpds 
éoriy. 

° abrd Ereyow of pirdcopor 7d Kuplws 
Aeyduevov’ Kal thy iSdav 51a Tod adtd 
e5hAovy, abrodyvOpwros Aé€yovres’ Kat 
abvrodutacrdy 1d Kupiws Kal wGAXov 30- 
gaordy, 


Aprenpix. 
Grass’s 


Notes. 


[765] 


279 


[766] 


782 On the omnipresence of the Son. 


ON BOOK IV. CHAP. 3. § 5, &&. 


[Or Sr. Justin Marry. ] 


To what the reverend author has said of Justin Martyr, § 5, I add 
this only, that if our opponents would conclude that Justin denied 
the immensity and omnipresence of the Son of God, from the fact 
that he has said that He appeared in a narrow portion of the earth, 
having, as it were, left the heavenly places ; we might by like reason 
infer that Justin Martyr denied the immensity and omnipresence of 
God the Father also, because he seems to confine Him, as it were, 
to the places that are on high. For against Trypho page 275, A. he 
speaks of God the Father as, “ever abiding in the highest heavens,” 
év rois tmrepovpaviots det pevovra. And page 357, A.9, he says, “In His 
own place where He ever abides, seeing acutely, hearing acutely.’’ 
As however God the Father is said to be in heaven, because “ the 
angels in heaven behold His face,” (Matt. xviii. 10,) s0 is the Word 
said to have been on earth, because He appeared on earth under a 
visible form to patriarchs and other holy men; whilst yet Each fills 
heaven and earth alike, according to Jeremiah, xxiii. 24. For the 
rest, to the passages which have been adduced out of Irenzus in 
behalf of the invisibility, and, so to say, incomprehensibility of the 
Son of God, there is to be added the truly remarkable passage, book 
iii. chap. 18, p. 241, col. 2", to this effect. ‘Therefore summing up 
into Himself man also, He the Invisible was made visible, and the 
Incomprehensible made comprehensible, and the Impassible passible, 
and the Word man, summing up all things into Himself; so that as 
in the supercelestial, and spiritual, and invisible, the Word of God is 
chief, so also in the visible and the corporeal He may have the pre- 
eminence, assuming the chief place unto Himself, and setting Him- 
self the Head unto the Church, may in due time draw all things 
unto Himself.’’ Read Clem. Alex. Strom., book vii. p. 704, A.®, and 
p. 711, A. B.t Of the other fathers I add nothing, for the sake of 
brevity. 


P [§ 56. p. 150.) 

© év tH abrod xdpq Swov wore pévet, 
bib dpév, nal dtd dxodeov.—[§ 127. p. 
220. } 


r Et hominem ergo in semetipsum 
recapitulans est, invisibilis visibilis 
factus, et incomprehensibilis factus 
comprehensibilis, et impassibilis passi- 
bilis, et Verbum homo, universa in 
semetipsum recapitulans; uti sicut in 


superccelestibus, et spiritalibus, et in- 
visibilibus princeps est Verbum Dei; 
sic et in visibilibus, et corporalibus 
principatum habeat, in semetipsum 
primatum assumens, et apponens 
semetipsum caput ecclesiw, universa 
attrahat ad semetipsum apto in tem- 
pore.—[c. 16. 6. p. 206. ] 

* [y. 833. ] 

t [p. 840.] 


OXFORD: PRINTED BY I. SHRIMFTON. 
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782 On the omnipresence of the Son. 


ON BOOK IV. CHAP. 8. § 5, &. 


[Or Sr. Justin Marrye.] 


To what the reverend author has said of Justin Martyr, § 5, I add 
this only, that if our opponents would conclude that Justin denied 
the immensity and omnipresence of the Son of God, from the fact 
that he has said that He appeared in a narrow portion of the earth, 
having, as it were, left the heavenly places ; we might by like reason 
infer that Justin Martyr denied the immensity and omnipresence of 
God the Father also, because he seems to confine Him, as it were, 
to the places that are on high. For against Trypho page 275, A.? he 
speaks of God the Father as, “ever abiding in the highest heavens,” 
év rois twepoupaviois del pévovra. And page 357, A.%, he says, “In His 
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unto Himeelf.’’ Read Clem. Alex. Strom., book vii. p. 704, A.*, ana 
p. 711, A. B.t| Of the other fathers I add nothing, for the sake of 
brevity. 


P [§ 56. p. 150.) 

@ éy TH abrov xdépq Sov wore péver, 
Otd dpwy, wad dtb dxotwrv.—[§ 127. p. 
220. 


r Et hominem ergo in semetipsum 
recapitulans est, invisibilis visibilis 
factus, et incomprehensibilis factus 
comprehensibilis, et impassibilis passi- 
bilis, et Verbum homo, universa in 
semetipsum recapitulans; uti sicut in 


superceelestibus, et spiritalibus, et in- 
visibilibus princeps est Verbum Dei; 
sic et in visibilibus, et corporalibus 
principatum habeat, in semetipsum 
primatum assumens, et apponens 
semetipsum caput ecclesiie, universa 
attrahat ad semetipsum apto in tem- 
pore.—([c. 16. 6. p. 206. ] 

* [y. 833. ] 

' [p. 840. ] 
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